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Abstract 
The academic literature has long noted the position of social entrepreneurship 
as an under-researched phenomenon.  To contribute to the field of gender and 
social entrepreneurship effectively, this study approached social 
entrepreneurship as a process enacted within a wider social context which, like 
gender, was considered to be socially constructed.  Whilst gender roles and the 
gendered division of labour have the potential to significantly, and negatively 
impact upon social entrepreneurial individuals, the practice of social 
entrepreneurship, and the development of social enterprise policy, these issues 
have not been sufficiently addressed in the emergent social enterprise and 
social entrepreneurship literature, and a substantial gap in knowledge and 
theory therefore persists.   
This thesis will make a contribution to knowledge by exploring the experiences 
of women social entrepreneurs operating in a variety of sectors, and in different 
locations across the UK, and applying a critical gender lens situated within a 
feminist theoretical framework within an under-researched context, that of UK-
based social enterprise and social entrepreneurship.  
This thesis will offer theoretical contributions by advancing our understanding of 
the impact of gender of women’s social entrepreneurial activities in the UK, 
through an investigation of the dominant discourses of SE and SEship and their 
enabling and constraining effects, through the exploration of the women social 
entrepreneurs’ narrative construction of their social entrepreneurial identities, 
and their understandings of SE and SEship, and through an investigation of the 
effects of life experience on social entrepreneurial identity formation, and 
subsequent social enterprise establishment. 
As such, this thesis will contribute to the nascent gender and social 
entrepreneurship literature by highlighting the cumulative, and largely negative, 
effects of gender on women social entrepreneurs, and the ways in which 
gendered discourses, expectations, and stereotypes conspire with the ‘grand 
narrative of social entrepreneurship’ (Dey and Steyaert, 2010) to threaten 
women social entrepreneurs’ professional and organisational legitimacy. 
Furthermore, it contributes to the critical feminist entrepreneurship literature by 
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demonstrating the applicability and transferability of critical feminist theory to the 
social entrepreneurial context, and the insight that such transfer offers into this 
emergent area of research. Finally, it contributes to the mainstream 
entrepreneurship literature through its exploration of the nexus of life 
experience, values/morality, and social entrepreneurial action, which 
demonstrates the fundamental way in which values and morality are situated 
within the women’s enactment of SEship through their SEs, and how these 
emerge as political responses to perceived injustices, in the form of (social) 
opportunity recognition, and are enacted as ‘ethical profit maximisation’. 
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Chapter One: Introduction 
1.0 Purpose of the research 
This thesis presents the findings from research undertaken with thirty women 
social entrepreneurs (SEurs) operating social enterprises (SEs) in the UK, in 
response to the observed paucity of women-focussed research in this area 
(Humbert, 2012; Teasdale et al, 2011; Treanor and McAdam, 2011). The 
research seeks to provide evidence of women’s lived experiences of SEship as 
a means of revealing the effects of gender on such experiences, and to provide 
empirical evidence for the development of new theory that incorporates and 
validates the views and experiences of women SEurs (Hart and Metcalfe, 
2010). 
The research also seeks to provide evidence of the gendering of SEship by “key 
paradigm-building actors” (Nicholls, 2010: 611), alongside an analysis of the 
effects that this has had on the sector as a whole (its feminisation), as well as 
on the experiences of individual women SEurs (their attraction to SE, and the 
prevalent gendered outcomes for practitioners) as a means of exploring the 
“‘brand’ image [of] social entrepreneurship both at the societal and individual 
levels” (Dacin et al, 2011: 1209). 
1.1 Urgency and relevance of the research    
Within research focused on SE and SEship, it has been noted that “[t]here is a 
dearth of research into women’s positions as leaders, initiators, or employees 
within social enterprises…in the UK” (Teasdale et al, 2011: 63), which situation 
continues to remain problematic a decade after it was first suggested that SE 
and SEship research would benefit from the inclusion of gender sensitive data 
(Haugh, 2005). This ongoing omission suggests that research into the emergent 
SE sector (Di Domenico et al, 2010; Shaw and Carter, 2007) is at risk of 
replicating the androcentricity, and gender-blindness evident within mainstream 
entrepreneurship research and theorising (Humbert, 2012). 
A pertinent example of this type of androcentrism is seen in Levie and Hart’s 
(2011) work, which represents one of the very few studies undertaken within the 
sphere of SE/non-profit research that openly and deliberately incorporates a 
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gender/women-focussed component (for other examples see: Bhatt Datta and 
Gailey, 2012; English and Peters, 2011; Humbert, 2012; Pines et al, 2012; 
Teasdale et al, 2011).  
Purporting to explore, compare, and contrast issues of “gender, context, and 
commitment” (Levie and Hart, 2011: 200) within mainstream and social 
entrepreneurship, the paper drew data gathered from the 2009 Global 
Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM) UK survey, and employed “logistic multivariate 
regression techniques to identify differences between business and social 
entrepreneurs in demographic characteristics, effort, aspiration, use of 
resources, industry choice, deprivation, and organisational structure” (ibid.: 
200). 
As such, the research methodology used fell into the category of positivist 
approaches to entrepreneurship research that feminists have critiqued for many 
reasons including its tendency: to perpetuate the constant reproduction (and 
associated legitimisation) of ‘malestream’ theories of entrepreneurship (Limerick 
and O’Leary, 2006: 101), to present and apply the terms ‘sex’ and ‘gender’ 
interchangeably and synonymously (Ahl, 2006; Bourne, 2010; Oakley, 1997; 
Powell and Greenhaus, 2010) thus rendering invisible the distinction between 
biological ‘sex’ and socially constructed ‘gender’, and to apply a false binary - 
based on gendered stereotypes and the assumption of an unacknowledged 
masculine norm of entrepreneurship (Hytti, 2005; Ogbor, 2000; Lewis 2006) - 
within which “[m]ale and female entrepreneurs are treated analytically as being 
essentially different between-group and essentially the same within-
group...[which] duality reinforces gender stereotypes of entrepreneurs” (Foss, 
2010: 88). 
The problematic nature of such gender blind (Bruni et al, 2004; Carter and 
Shaw, 2006; Lewis, 2006), positivist research on women (social) entrepreneurs 
is that the unstated (and unacknowledged) biological essentialist, binary 
oppositional positions adopted preclude examination of either the socially-
constructed, constraining effects of the normative gender-based expectations 
and stereotypes applied to women within a wider cultural context (Essers and 
Benschop, 2009; Foss, 2010; Marlow et al, 2011), or the gendered access to 
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socially sanctioned sources of power and prestige (England, 2003) e.g. 
positions of political power and influence, and gatekeeper roles.  
Additionally, the failure to apply a ‘lens of gender’ approach to the analysis of 
women-centred data renders the issue of the stereotypical presentation (and 
attendant theorising) of women invisible and therefore unproblematic (Limerick 
and O’Leary, 2006), which in turn fails to recognise and acknowledge “sex 
differences [are often] consistent with gender roles and stereotypes” (Manyak 
and Wasswa Katono, 2010: 512).  
Thus, feminist scholars have suggested that underpinning all gender blind 
research are unacknowledged beliefs that ‘real’ entrepreneurship is essentially 
a male pursuit (Eddlestone and Powell, 2008; Lewis, 2006; Mirchandani, 1999; 
Phillips and Knowles, 2010; Shaw et al 2009; Stevenson, 1990), that male 
behaviours in entrepreneurial activity constitute the ‘norm’ (Brush et al, 2009; 
Calàs and Smircich, 1996; Kirkwood, 2009; Marlow et al, 2008; Tillmar, 2006) 
from which women deviate due to their ‘unwillingness’ to replicate this unstated 
and unacknowledged masculine norm (Ahl, 2006; Bruni et al, 2004a; Gatewood 
et al, 2009; Marlow, 2002).  
The many interesting and pertinent findings that emerged from Levie and Hart’s 
(2011) study were tempered - from a feminist perspective - by both the 
gendered stereotypes upon which they were founded (Ahl and Marlow, 2012; 
Baughn et al, 2006), and the attendant “fragmented, reductionist explanations” 
(Sinisalo and Komulainen, 2008: 37) of the complex, dynamic, and socially-
embedded phenomenon of entrepreneurship (Bjursell and Melin, 2011; de Bruin 
et al, 2007; Chiles et al, 2010: 157; Díaz García and Carter, 2009).  
What emerged then, were findings presented as faits accomplis (Gartner and 
Birley, 2002), such that they were assumed to require no further questioning, 
analysis, or attention (McAdam and Treanor, 2011). Thus, stereotypical 
understandings of women as natural caregivers and child carers gave rise to 
the suggestion that “[m]ore women than men may reject business opportunities 
that require long hours of work” (Levie and Hart, 2011: 214), and that rather 
than constraining women, such duties in fact provided opportunities for them 
“[f]ar from being an obstacle to spotting opportunities for social 
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entrepreneurship, child-rearing duties are likely to increase the awareness of 
women to pressing social issues in the community” (ibid.: 203). 
Furthermore, the assumption of a masculine norm of entrepreneurship, coupled 
with a stereotypical understanding of women’s social entrepreneurial activity as 
being an extension of their (unpaid) work in the domestic sphere led to the 
contention that “[w]omen then can be seen as important supporters and indeed 
drivers (entrepreneurs even) of an expanding non-profit sector as their 
participation in the economy increases and they prefer to allocate their time and 
private resources towards these activities” (ibid.: 204). In this way, women were 
cast either in a secondary role as ‘supporters’ of the non-profit sector, or – and 
this was deemed worthy of specific (bracketed) note – as ‘(entrepreneurs 
even)’, a point admirably identified by Humbert and Drew (2012: 6) who notes 
that: 
“[gender-based] differences are based on expectations about essential qualities. 
Men are inherently seen as being better as business and leadership, while women, 
through their assumed caring nature make good support staff”. 
Thus, whilst the second example provided evidence of the application of an 
unacknowledged masculine norm of SEship, “[t]he end result of [which] is that 
women are cast as “the other” of men…as secondary, as a complement or, at 
best, as an unused resource” (Ahl, 2006: 604), the first examples showed the 
pervasive effects of a binary oppositional view of women and men coupled with 
gender blindness, which “reflects a general presupposition of gender polarity in 
research” (Harrison and Mason, 2007: 464) and brings to bear significant 
influence on the research process including the “assumptions, variables, 
theoretical and measurement models, and methodologies” (Gupta et al, 2009: 
413) employed. 
This in turn encourages the search for, and location of, differences between the 
genders in research (Ahl, 2006), and precludes the problematising of identified 
differences found, such that: 
“gender-blindness, while appearing to be progressive, conceals women’s continued 
disadvantage, neutralizing gendered experiences which privilege the masculine” 
(Lewis, 2006: 453). 
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As a result, the effects of gender on the reasons for, and causes of, observed 
differences in entrepreneurial behaviours and outcomes between women and 
men are not deemed worthy of exploration, but are instead assumed to be the 
‘natural’ consequence of women’s assumed ‘lack’ of capacity in the 
entrepreneurial field, as demonstrated by the emergence of the so-called 
‘female underperformance hypothesis’ (Du Rietz and Henrekson, 2000). 
The “weak analytical framing and poorly founded assumptions” (Marlow et al, 
2008: 336) represented by a biologically essentialist, gender-blind approach to 
entrepreneurship research that has drawn such vigorous critique from feminist 
scholars in mainstream entrepreneurship (Ahl, 2006; Ahl and Nelson, 2010; de 
Bruin et al, 2007; Foss, 2010), cannot be deemed to be any less problematic 
when transposed to SE research on women. As such, Levie and Hart’s (2011) 
paper typifies all the problematic areas associated with traditional ‘malestream’ 
(Ashe and Treanor, 2011; Bendl, 2008; Harrison and Mason, 2007; Parker, 
2002) approaches to the study of women’s (social) entrepreneurial activity, and 
can be seen to have fallen resoundingly into the trap of:  
“management research [that] perpetually recycles limited malestream theories 
which do not speak to or about women, because the gendered nature and 
patriarchal bases of organisations are either ignored or merely acknowledged and 
not understood to be of major theoretical and practical consequence” (Limerick and 
O’Leary, 2006: 101). 
In summary, the urgency of this research centres on the two-fold problems of 
the lack of women-focussed empirical studies of SEship (Humbert, 2012; 
Teasdale et al, 2011; Treanor and McAdam, 2011), and the associated lack of 
feminist-informed research and attendant theorising of SEship in general.  
The exclusion of women’s experiences from theory development in SEship 
research as a nascent and pre-paradigmatic field of study runs to risk of: 
replicating the “monolithic knowledge” (Ogbor, 2000: 629) evidenced in the 
mainstream entrepreneurship literature (Ahl and Marlow, 2012; Mumby and 
Putnam, 1992), serves to protect masculine privilege and hegemonic power 
(Brush et al, 2009; Carter and Shaw, 2006; Mavin, 2008), prevents alternative 
ways of ‘seeing’ and understanding entrepreneurial behaviours (Hyrsky 1999; 
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Shaw et al, 2009; Shaw, 2010), and leaves the inequalities of the status quo 
unchallenged (Ashe and Treanor, 2011; Hart and Metcalfe, 2010). 
Meanwhile, the lack of feminist-informed research and theorising - including the 
use of qualitative methods in research (Bruni, 2004) - serves to “legitimate the 
gender blindness which renders masculinity invisible, and to turn masculinity 
into the universal parameter of entrepreneurial action” (Bruni et al, 2004: 410), 
whilst the perpetual use of quantitative methods means that important questions 
that could provide rich and meaningful insights into entrepreneurial activities 
and outcomes (Aldrich and Cliff, 2003; Anderson, 2005; Chell, 2007) are simply 
not asked (Gartner and Birley, 2002).  
Thus, following Stevenson (1990: 443) this study sought to address the urgency 
of these issues by adopting a feminist-informed qualitative approach to the 
exploration of women’s experiences of SEship in the UK: 
“[t]he best way to discover relationships in the world of women entrepreneurs is to 
interview them and let them explain the relationships”. 
1.2 Research methodological overview 
The research was undertaken through the use of semi-structured interviews (for 
interview questions see Appendix 2) with thirty women SEurs, owner-managing 
SEs within the UK. The interviews were largely conducted using Skype – a free 
to use Voice over Internet Protocol (VoIP) package – that allowed research 
participants (and the researcher) to work around work and other commitments 
as necessary.    
The thirty interviews were digitally recorded, transcribed, and subjected to a 
manual coding process (for coding and themes see Appendix 1) from which the 
key themes of the thesis emerged.  
1.3 Thesis structure 
The thesis is structured as follows:  
Chapter Two – ‘Gender and the subordination of women – feminist 
theorising, women’s work, and entrepreneurship’ provides a discussion of 
the system of gender, and the ways in which it conspires with discourse to 
24 
 
create women’s disadvantage and subordination. The implications for 
women entrepreneurs of the development of masculine discourses of 
entrepreneurship is then considered, alongside the issues raised by the 
feminist critique of mainstream entrepreneurship and its attendant research 
norms. Finally, feminist scholarship as a tool for the critical evaluation of 
androcentric theory creation is discussed, and the applicability of specific 
feminist research methodologies and methods is explored. 
Chapter Three – ‘SEship literature review: general, critical, and gendered’ 
provides a discussion of the nascent SE and SEship literature and the 
emergent areas of concern and contention. It then explores the discursive 
and rhetorical construction of SE and SEship with a particular focus on 
governmental and other key paradigm-building actors’ (Nicholls, 2010) 
publications, and finally offers a review of the emergent themes from 
critical SE/SEship scholarship, and the contentions of gender-focussed 
scholars with regard to contemporary SE/SEship research and theory-
building. 
Chapter Four – ‘The conceptual framework of the study’ provides an 
overview of the literatures drawn upon during the conceptual framework 
developmental stage: the feminist critique of entrepreneurship litertature, 
and the social entrepreneurship literature. As such, it explains the key 
emergent themes derived from these two strands of literature, and 
demonstrates how these were brought together to inform the development 
of the conceptual framework adopted for this study.  
Chapter Five – ‘Methodology’ begins with a justification of the feminist 
methodology adopted for the study, goes on the explore the issues of 
reflexivity and ‘voice’ as core components of feminist research, introduces 
the framework adopted (Low and McMillan, 1988) and its constituent parts, 
discusses the sample design, adherence to University ethical procedures, 
and the selection criteria for research participants. It then explains the data 
collection process – including lessons learned from the Pilot study, and 
reflections on the strengths and weakenesses of the chosen research 
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methods – and discusses the data analysis techniques used to reveal the 
emergent themes presented in the Empirical chapters.    
Chapter Six – ‘Findings - Political construction of SE: discursive and 
rhetorical conceptualisations of the ‘idea(l)’ of SE’ is the first of the three 
empirical chapters, and opens with an exploration of the development of 
SE policy under the Labour government (1997-2010), and a review of the 
emergent academic critique. This is followed by a discussion of the politics 
of defining SE, alongside an investigation of what has been termed the 
‘grand narrative of SEship’ (Dey and Steyaert, 2010), and an overview of 
the effects on SE national policy caused by a change of government in 
2010. The final section provides evidence of the gendering of SE and 
SEship by ‘key paradigm-building actors’, and considers the potentially 
negative impacts on women of engagement with SE and SEship. 
Chapter Seven – ‘Findings - SE in practice: articulations of SE and SEship 
amongst SEurs’ provides a discussion of the ways in which the women 
SEurs conceived of SE and SEship. It considers the ‘core’ components of 
their personal conceptualisations of SE and SEship, and considers the 
perceived ‘stereotype threats’ experienced by the women and their SEs. 
Finally, it explores the ways in which the women reported enacting SEship 
through their SEs as ‘ethical profit maximisation’.        
Chapter Eight – ‘Findings - SEurial identity, gender, and enacted SE 
(SEship)’ investigates the links between the women SEurs’ life 
experiences, their values, their SEurial identities, and their visions of 
success, before exploring the impact of gendered experiences upon 
SEurial actions both prior to, and post, SE establishment. 
Chapter Nine – ‘Discussion’ is divided into four discrete parts, the first part of 
which provides a discussion of: the implications of the policy-driven SE 
landscape, the problematic nature of the DTI (2002) definition of SE, the ways 
in which SEship was presented in differently gendered ways to different 
audiences, and the implications that these issues potentially had for women 
SEurs specifically, and would-be SEurs more generally. 
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The second part of the chapter discusses the ways in which the women SEurs’ 
conceptualisations of SE and SEship reflected the DTI (2002) definition, and the 
ways in which they conceived of it differently, before presenting a discussion of 
the ways in which the definition failed to assist the SEurs in their work, and the 
legitimacy threats that were created as a result of the assumptions of an ill-
informed public. 
The third part of the chapter discusses the ways in which SEurial identity 
formation was fundamentally influenced by personal, lived experiences, and 
how these factors affected the ways in which the women SEurs both developed 
and managed their SEs, and how they negotiated their professional legitimacy 
within the gendered terrain of their (largely) ‘feminine’ work.  
The fourth and final section of the chapter presents a discussion of the 
emergent themes, and their inter-connections in relation to the three key texts 
outlined above. This section also discusses the findings in relation to the wider 
literature review, paying specific attention to the relevance of the findings to the 
feminist entrepreneurship, mainstream, and SE/SEship streams of literature, 
and considers the knowledge gaps identified within those streams as a result of 
this study. 
Chapter Ten – ‘Conclusions’ provides a discussion of the contribution made by 
the key findings from the study, followed by a consideration of their implications 
for both theory and policy development. The limitations of the study are then 
explored, and suggestions for future research are made.  
1.4 Summary of research aim and objectives 
Through the use of semi-structured interviews with women SEurs operating SEs 
in the UK in the context of an ongoing global economic recession 
(Conservatives, 2010; Liberal Democrats, 2010), where national public 
spending cuts persist (Lyon and Fernandez, 2012; SEUK, 2012), this study 
aimed to explore the contextualised experiences, identities, motivations, values, 
and visions of success of women SEurs, and evaluated both the extent to which 
the women’s experiences reflected the “optimistic logic” (Steyaert and Dey, 
2010: 246) of the claims made within the “grand narrative of SEship” (Dey and 
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Steyaert, 2010: 85), and the ways in which the women’s conceptions and 
understandings of SE and SEship mirrored (or repudiated) the grand narrative 
and the definition of SE provided in the DTI (2002) document ‘Social enterprise: 
a strategy for success’. 
This aim was addressed through four specific objectives, which were driven by 
scholarship from the mainstream entrepreneurship, social entrepreneurship, 
and women’s entrepreneurship streams of literature. Each of the four objectives 
is outlined below, and its development in relation to the literature is explained. 
1. A contextualisation of the contemporary social entrepreneurship 
landscape in the UK 
The importance of contextualisation in entrepreneurship research has gained 
increasing prominence in recent years (Brush et al, 2009; Trettin and Welter, 
2011), as critiques have emerged of the “dubious mono-factorial explanations” 
(Zafirovski, 1999: 351) proffered by research premised upon “the concept of 
entrepreneur and entrepreneurship [as] limited to the study of 
personality/psychological characteristics” (Ogbor, 2000: 616). 
Building upon Hindle’s (2010: 601) assertion that “context has a profound 
influence upon [entrepreneurial] process”, Higgins and Elliott’s (2010: 347) 
theory that “entrepreneurial practices [are] inevitably and inextricably related to 
socially embedded experiences and relations”, Bacq and Janssen’s (2011: 391) 
contention that “the contextual factors in which social entrepreneurship 
emerged should not be ignored”, and Welter’s (2011: 165-166) claim that 
“[c]ontext simultaneously provides individuals with entrepreneurial opportunities 
and sets boundaries for their actions”, the various impacts - both positive and 
negative - of the macro (national), and meso (local/regional) level socio-political, 
economic, and geographic environments on the day-to-day (micro) level 
management of the individual social enterprises by their women 
owner/managers was explored.  
The ability of the elicited data to facilitate comparisons between the issues 
raised in the mainstream women’s entrepreneurship literature, and those 
experienced by the women research participants, in addition to its capacity for 
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providing insight into the effects of context on the women’s social enterprises 
studied, served to answer the call for entrepreneurship research that: 
“enhance[s] the comprehensiveness of our explanations for entrepreneurial 
phenomena and deepen[s] our understanding of the complexities and 
compromises involved in entrepreneurial processes” (Aldrich and Cliff, 2003: 593).  
2. An investigation of the personal construction of social 
entrepreneurial identity as a process that facilitates SE action, and an 
investigation of its relationship to lived experience, and personal 
values 
The personal construction of an entrepreneurial identity for women can be seen 
to be potentially problematic when it is considered that:  
“[p]atriarchy infuses enterprise discourse and practice, with men traditionally taking 
on the identity of entrepreneur, an identity that is historically located in the symbolic 
universe of the male and is representative of hegemonic masculinity” (Lewis, 2011: 
2). 
As discussed previously, within dominant discourses of entrepreneurship, 
women are cast as ‘other’ to the masculine norm (Carter and Shaw, 2006; 
Marlow et al, 2008; Ogbor, 2000), and face further challenges to the legitimacy 
of their entrepreneurial identities by the demands placed upon them by female-
ascribed gendered roles whereby:   
“the interweaving of availability for the market and for the family…places adult 
women with family responsibilities in two systems (that are in fact interdependent 
though symbolically separate) [which] is a normative model that produces 
drudgery, coercion, restrictions of time and cleavages of identity” (Bruni et al, 
2004a: 263).  
The conceptual association of normative stereotypes of femininity – for 
example, that women are naturally caring (Marlow and McAdam, 2012), and 
relationship-oriented (Bourne, 2010) – with women’s unpaid domestic labour, 
and its extension into the labour market (Bellamy and Rake, 2005; Hughes and 
Jennings, 2012), underpins both the sex segregation of the labour market 
(Gupta et al, 2009) and the associated gendering of types of work (Marlow, 
2002). 
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With SEship noted to attract women at a far greater rate than mainstream 
entrepreneurship (Harding, 2006; Levie and Hart, 2011), and the (gendered) 
association of the ‘social’ with women (McAdam and Treanor, 2011), the 
construction of a SEurial identity by women SEurs represents both a challenge 
and a potential opportunity (Essers and Benschop, 2009), as the masculinity of 
entrepreneurial discourses is negotiated alongside the (assumed and 
stereotypically gendered) femininity of the social. 
Thus for women SEurs, the construction of a (social) entrepreneurial identity 
within the boundaries of existing dominant discourses of both 
womanhood/femininity, and masculinity and entrepreneurship provides the 
possibility of the creation of alternative, personally meaningful and authentic 
identities (Lewis, 2011; Parker, 2002) constructed by drawing on the value-
adding aspects (Essers and Benschop, 2009; Fenwick, 2002) of the various, but 
often conflicting, discourses (Hytti, 2005; Jones et al, 2008) at their disposal.    
3. An examination of the meaning(s) ascribed to the term ‘social 
enterprise’ and ‘social entrepreneurship’ by the women participants, 
and an exploration of the effects of the political construction of the 
same on conceptualisation(s) by practitioners  
Discourses, which are widely accepted, socially constructed ways of 
understanding, defining, and delineating things, which rather than reflecting 
reality, “form the object of which they speak” (Foucault 1972: 49) are noted to 
be “a structuring principle of society, in social institutions, modes of thought and 
individual subjectivity” (Weedon, 1997: 41). As such, it is recognised that 
discourse “is the means by which power is able to circulate throughout the 
social body, acting to create the objects at which it is targeted in its attempts to 
regulate them” (Dick and Hyde, 2006: 550).  
Thus, far from being politically neutral, discourses are imbued with power 
(Lazar, 2007) and as such, the control of the development and dissemination of 
dominant discourses (Lazar, 2007) holds “significant implications…for other 
field actors who lack power or dominance” (Nicholls, 2010: 612), and implies the 
delineation of conceptual boundaries, including the delineation of what is 
legitimate and what is not (Mann and Huffmann, 2005; Shaw, 2010):   
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“any consideration of an entrepreneurship paradigm should include an explicit 
recognition of practitioner and political agenda that potentially influence cognitions 
about the nature of socio-economic enterprise behaviour and that such influence 
may operate in subtly influential ways” (Chell, 2007: 14). 
This objective therefore sought to consider the ways, and extent to which 
participants’ subjective understandings of SE and SEship might have been 
influenced by dominant discourses of SE and SEship, including which aspects 
of such discourses might have been internalised or resisted by the women 
SEurs, and the reasons for these outcomes.  
Furthermore, it sought to examine the fluid nature of the social construction of 
SE and SEship for participants based on the contention in the IFF (2010:10) 
report which suggested that “there appears to be movement in the definition of 
a social enterprise”. By so doing, evidence is proffered in response to the call 
made by Cornelius et al (2008: 366) to “enhance understanding of the 
intersection of personal and organisational social enterprise narratives”, which 
should serve to combat the dissonance and polarisation of “the discourses of 
protectionists of SEship, who believe without empirical proof that social 
enterprises are effective, and the opponents or doubters in SEship, who need 
empirical proof of the effectiveness of social enterprises” (Pӓrenson, 2011: 39). 
Finally, this objective sought to reveal which aspects of SE and SEship 
discourses were considered meaningful and value-adding to the practitioners, 
based on the assertion that “finding how practitioners are seeing, talking about 
and understanding the concept of social enterprise is a key to envisaging and 
devising contextually appropriate solutions that are sustainable” Seanor et al 
(2011: 14), which should in turn facilitate a more holistic vision of SE and 
SEship within which: 
“[e]veryone from academics, to policy-makers, to practitioners could move towards 
theory and practice that better understands and enables approaches that are not 
‘siloed’ but bring together and negotiate the economic, the social, the personal, and 
the environment, not seeing them as distinct realms” (Westall, 2007: 2). 
4. An exploration of the meanings ascribed to ‘success’ by the women 
social entrepreneurs specifically as they relate to life experience, 
values, and identity 
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As noted above, the issue of the unexamined androcentrism of traditional 
success measures within mainstream entrepreneurship research (Foss, 2010; 
de Bruin et al, 2007; Maxfield et al, 2010) has been highlighted within the 
feminist critique as being problematic on several levels including: the gendered 
nature of the “measuring instruments [which] may lead to results that confirm 
hypotheses of differences, even if there are none” (Ahl, 2006: 604), the 
“essentialist characterisation of women as a group” (Foss, 2010: 92), and the 
sexist assumptions embodied in the view that “growth firms are considered to 
be ‘serious business’, while small and stable firms are branded ‘non-serious 
business’” (Lewis, 2006: 456). 
In this way, traditional mainstream entrepreneurship scholarship has perpetually 
reproduced the androcentric status quo in which “researchers typically look for 
shortcomings in women entrepreneurs” (Ahl, 2007: 678) premised upon the 
“embedded and hegemonic assumptions [which] presume that deficit and lack 
rests within women who fail to assimilate and reproduce masculine norms” (Ahl 
and Marlow, 2012: 544). 
The focus then, was on how the women SEur participants in this study 
conceived of and defined ‘success’ (and ‘being successful’), and what synergies 
such understandings had with their lives as both SEurs, and as women.  The 
adopted approach offered a way of accessing “refreshing alternative[s] to the 
‘greater than life’ models of entrepreneurship” (Lewis 2006: 456) associated 
with the dominant, economically rational “heroic white male” (Tedmanson et al, 
2012: 536) discourses of entrepreneurship, and provided the means by which to 
gain insight into the nature and influence of gendered life experiences (Bruni et 
al, 2004a; Cliff, 1998; Essers and Benschop, 2009) on the women and their 
subsequent engagement with social entrepreneurship. 
32 
 
Chapter Two: Gender and the subordination of women – 
feminist theorising, women’s work, and entrepreneurship 
2.0 Introduction 
This chapter offers a feminist-informed overview of the system of gender as a 
socially constructed and culturally-condoned system through which male 
supremacy (and women’s attendant subordination) is created and maintained 
based upon the feminist assertion that there exist: 
“two distinct  ways in which societies [continue to] disadvantage women: through 
discouraging women’s participation in stereotypically male activities that are highly 
rewarded, and through the failure to recognise the contribution of, and thus to 
value and reward, the activities typically done by women” (England, 1993: xii). 
Therefore, aim of the chapter is to explore the ways in which contemporary 
forms of gender-based subordination manifest, and to demonstrate some of the 
multiplicity of ways in which attendant gender norms, expectations, and 
discourses continue to pervade women’s lives and limit their opportunities, with 
particular reference to their earning capacity through labour force participation.  
The gendered outcomes of these limitations on women are discussed, and their 
impacts upon women’s entrepreneurship and social entrepreneurship are 
considered. Attention is also drawn to the effects of gendered discourses and 
stereotypes on the careers of feminist academics specialising in the study of 
women entrepreneurs. Finally, an exploration is made of the applicability of 
feminist theory and attendant methodologies to the investigation of women’s 
entrepreneurship, which provides a justification for the research methodologies 
adopted for this study. 
2.1 Contemporary forms of subordination: the relevance of gender in the 
21st century  
“[W]hile the legitimacy of patriarchy has been eroded, it is far from being rendered 
obsolete and the material and institutional structure of patriarchy are still largely 
intact” (Mavin et al, 2004: 294) 
In the UK, many of the inequalities historically suffered by women have now 
been (nominally) addressed through legislation enacted to protect their rights 
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and autonomy, such as the Married Women’s Property Act 1882, Equal Pay Act 
1970, Sex Discrimination Act 1975, and the Sexual Offences Act 2003. 
However, women and girls continue to experience social, political, and 
economic subordination relative to men and boys as a result of the ongoing 
tenacity of the socially constructed and enacted system of gender (Ahl, 2006, 
2007; Marlow and McAdam, 2012; Shaw et al, 2009).  
Understood as a multifaceted system of “widely shared beliefs about 
characteristics attributed to men and women” (Gupta et al, 2009: 398), gender 
serves to underpin the “androcentric and gender-polarizing social structures 
[which] have been rationalized and legitimized for centuries by (first) religious 
and (then) scientific discourses that naturalized both difference and inequality” 
(Bem, 1994: 99).  
As such, gender can be understood as a socially constructed system through 
which sex-based biological differences between women and men are extended 
into the social domain (Bradley, 2007) through the deterministic enactment or 
performance of ‘compulsory’ femininity and masculinity (Butler, 1990), as a 
means by which to reinforce the traditional validity of men’s dominant status in 
society (Sjoberg, 2008): 
“gender is that package of expectations which a society associates with each sex 
[...] So whilst we may be born into a particular sex, we acquire and are socialised 
into a set of behaviours and characteristics which constitute gender” (Buckingham-
Hatfield, 2000: 4). 
Gender then, is a hugely complex system (Mooney and Kiguwa, 2009) that 
facilitates the domination of women by men in a multitude of largely socially 
invisible and culturally normalised ways (Al-Saji, 2009). In order to begin to 
explore the complexity of the system, it is important to explicate the ways in 
which gender reflects and reinforces basic assertions of biological essentialism 
such that “[t]ogether, sex differentiation and gender differentiation ensure that 
females differ from males in readily noticeable ways” (Padavic and Reskin, 
2002: 4). 
The paradigm of difference is replicated in many of social domains, for example, 
in language (Coates and Pichler, 2011), clothing (Paoletti, 2012), cultural 
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symbolism (Monk-Turner et al, 2008), institutional symbolism (Gherardi, 1995), 
and work roles (Catterall et al, 2006), in support of men’s naturalised 
dominance over women through the employment of three distinct ‘gender 
lenses’: “gender polarisation, androcentrism, and biological essentialism” (Bem, 
1993: viii). 
The three gender lenses identified by Bem (1993) work individually and/or in 
combination to create social, cultural, and institutional barriers to women’s 
equality (UN Women, 2012). The first, gender polarisation, is a lens that 
highlights women’s difference from men through the construction of gender 
categories that are relational (Gherardi, 1995), such that one represents what 
the other is not (Ahl, 2007, Youdell, 2011). Furthermore, it associates the 
masculine half of the gender binary with normative power and legitimacy so that 
it appears that “whatever is male, is [also] natural, normal, central, and right” 
(Nelson, 2004: 12). 
The second lens, biological essentialism, serves to justify gender polarisation 
(Gaunt, 2006), contending that biological differences between women and men 
– specifically women’s reproductive capacity, and men’s greater muscle mass –  
provide embodied evidence of men’s ‘naturally’ dominant position within society 
(Browne, 2006). In this way biological essentialism conspires with gender 
polarisation to create an environment of inequality between the sexes, within 
which both “men’s and women’s acceptance of inequality [increases]” (Morton 
et al, 2009: 653).  
The third, androcentrism, is a modus operandi that positions men’s experience 
as representative of and synonymous with, human experience in general 
(Basow, 2002). The ‘male-as-norm’/’male-as-human’ approach results in 
women’s lives and experiences being constructed as ‘deviant’ (read: non-male) 
from the unacknowledged male norm, the result of which has been the historical 
discounting of their social, political, and economic contributions (O’Neill et al, 
2008), and the attendant invisibity of women’s lives (Harding, 1986).  
Contemporary forms of women’s subordination remain closely linked to the 
hierarchical organisation of society, which reflect the “distortion of sex 
difference” (Tyler, 2005: 562), and which focus undue attention on behavioural 
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(and other) differences between women and men at the expense of 
similarities/no difference (Ahl, 2006; Ashe and Treanor, 2011; Dalborg et al, 
2012).  
The result is that masculine privilege and hegemonic power are both naturalised 
and rendered invisible (Ferber and Nelson, 2003; Foss, 2010; Ӧzbilgin, 2009), 
to the extent that: 
“[h]egemony [becomes] consensual because ideological domination works through 
a symbolic climate that engineers consent and docility. In essence, women can be 
said to be enslaved by ideas that cast their subordination as normal, ensuring 
quiescence” (Hunnicutt, 2009: 561). 
The concept of sex difference (Eliot, 2009; Gray, 1992; McKeon, 1995; 
Pateman and Shanley, 1991) is premised upon a worldview that relies heavily 
upon the hierarchical, largely binary ontology developed by ancient Greek 
philosophers (Frankenberry, 2004), and has resulted in the widespread inability 
of people raised in societies culturally informed by Greek philosophical thought 
“of thinking not-the-same without assigning one of the terms a positive value 
and the other, a negative” (Eisenstein and Jardine 1988: xxv).  
When ‘positive value’ is consistently associated with men, masculinity, and 
maleness (Youdell, 2011), the “chain of phallologocentric intertextuality” (Bendl 
2008: S52) that results serves to normalise both male supremacy and female 
subordination (Alcoff 1988; Mumby and Putnam 1992), and to produce an 
androcentric ontological framework and attendant bias (Ingaray, 1989) such that 
knowledge creation (and scientific study) are consistently and unquestionably 
underpinned by masculinised norms of rationalism, positivism, and individualism 
(Harding, 1986; 1991).   
Feminist scholars critiquing the politics of sex difference research (Ahl, 2006; 
Ahl and Nelson, 2010; Nelson et al, 2009) have therefore contended that “the 
search for sex differences serves firstly to magnify them, usually to the 
detriment of women, and secondly to attribute them to biological differences 
rather than socialization processes” (Carter and Shaw, 2006: 53).  
Such ‘gender blind’ science, which either employs the use of biological sex as a 
demographic variable (Neergard et al, 2011), or posits a universalised, yet 
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apparently gender neutral, version of masculinity as the norm against women 
are judged (Bruni et al, 2004: 410), therefore positions women as the ‘lacking 
other’ (Ahl and Marlow, 2012; Heilman, 2012; Wilson and Tagg, 2010) to the 
unacknowledged male norm.  
By so doing, women’s ‘deviant’ behaviours are presented as the cause of 
observed differences (Marlow, 2002; Nelson et al, 2009), thereby suggesting 
that the remedy for the situation lies in women’s emulation of masculine 
behavioural norms (Bruni et al, 2004b; Calás et al, 2009; Marlow and McAdam, 
2013), through which behavioural change they can be “assisted to become 
honorary men” (Shaw, 2002: 83). 
The impact of “misogynist sexual science” (Leck, 2012: 33), coupled with the 
androcentricity inherent in wider science and scientific method (Campbell, 2011; 
Fox Keller, 1995; Longino, 1989) continues to be felt through contemporary 
discourses of women, which still echo the misogyny of the ‘founding fathers’ of 
modern science (Nolan and O’Mahony, 1987), whose co-option of both religious 
doctrine (Tuyizere, 2007; Wessinger, 1993) and ancient Greek philosophy 
(Frankenberry, 2004, Le-May Sheffield, 2004) was brought to bear in support of 
the belief that: 
“privilege, power, and dominance should be granted to men by virtue of the random 
assignment of biological attributes, [which belief] has been perpetuated by 
tradition, and reinforced by the intersections of politics, law, and religion” (Ammons, 
1999: 1218). 
2.2 Gender as an extension of sex difference 
The maintenance of hegemonic masculine power and the continued 
subordination of women are constantly (re)produced through the system of 
gender (Foss, 2010; Mavin, 2008), which in its simplest form can be understood 
as being: 
“the socially constructed differences between being feminine and being 
masculine…which gender differences are to be understood as a central feature of 
patriarchy, a social system in which men have come to be dominant in relation to 
women” (Holmes, 2007: 2).  
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Each manifestation of the complex gender system serves to individually, and 
collectively, reinforce and normalise inequalities between women and men (Ely 
and Padavic, 2007; Hill Collins, 2000; Heilman, 2012), supported by “wider 
contextual factors for example, legislation, social norms, labour market 
structures, economic policies, financial market structures” (Harrison and Mason, 
2007: 448). Thus, the construction of gender-based inequality as an individual 
problem, hides its relationship to structural, cultural, and institutional gender 
norms that routinely disadvantage women in relation to men (Ahl, 2006; 
Loscocco and Waltzer, 2013; Neysmith and Chen, 2002),  
It is not assumed that (most) men actively enact dominant behaviours in order 
to maintain inequalities between the sexes but theorised instead, that they 
engage - individually and collectively - in what has been termed ‘complicit 
masculinity’ (Smith, 2010), which “refers to [a version of] masculinity that in and 
of itself is not dominant, but supports [the] dominant masculinity…[through 
which] all men can benefit from the privileges of hegemony either directly or 
indirectly” (Kahn, 2009: 34). As such, it is contended that men passively support 
the status quo in order to continue to derive personal and group benefit from the 
continued subordination of women.  
Arguably the most central site of the enactment of gendered subordination is 
the traditional heterosexual family unit, and the associated gendered division of 
domestic labour (Crompton et al, 2005; Emslie and Hunt, 2009; UN Women, 
2012). Socially constructed discourses, which posit women’s ‘natural’ 
propensity for domestic and caring roles, reflect “deeply held normative 
assumptions conflating femininity and care” (Hughes and Jennings, 2012: 9), 
and are founded upon an extension of the sex difference dichotomy, premised 
upon women’s reproductive capacity (Ahl, 2007; Ashe and Treanor, 2011; Dick 
and Hyde, 2006). Attendant gender stereotypes, which represent a “reflection of 
the public perception of differences [between the sexes]” (Weyer, 2007: 486), 
serve to delineate the boundaries of socially acceptable and permissible gender 
performances (Butler, 1990), and typically “identify men as ‘breadwinners’ and 
women as ‘nurturers’” (Carter and Shaw, 2006: 49). 
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Gendered discourses of this nature are underpinned by ‘benevolent sexism’ 
(Glick and Fiske, 2001), which describes the process of:  
“ascribing favorable and flattering, but clearly stereotypical, traits to women 
[which] reduces resistance to gender-based role divisions by subtly implying that 
women are well suited to the roles they have traditionally occupied, and that 
stereotypically feminine traits are valued by society” (Lau et al, 2008: 20). 
In spite of the increase in agency associated with women’s contemporaneous 
labour force participation (Euwals et al, 2011; Golla et al, 2011; Koggel, 2003), 
traditional discourses relating to women’s ‘proper and natural’ role within society 
endure, which has resulted in a “greater acceptance of non-traditional roles 
alongside continued acceptance of traditional role” (Diekman et al, 2013: 550).  
Thus, women continue to be expected to undertake the majority of unpaid 
domestic labour and childcare (Davis, 2010; Moen and Yu, 2000), regardless of 
their paid employment status (Steiber, 2009; Thomas and Hildingsson, 2009), 
whilst “social institutions and cultural institutions around mothering do not alter 
to meet this dual imperative” (Maher et al, 2010: 238). As such, the assumption 
that women should fulfil roles as both labour force participants and unpaid 
domestic labourers (Achtenhagen and Welter, 2011; Jennings and McDougald, 
2007; Tower and Alkadry, 2008), means that “it is women [not men] who are 
expected to balance work and family life” (Moen and Yu, 2000: 291).    
Gendered discourses, supported by internalised gender stereotyping (Bird and 
Brush, 2002; Brush et al, 2009; Lun et al, 2009), and the widespread 
association of particular roles, in both the private and public sphere, with a 
specific gender (Cejka and Eagly, 1999; Gupta et al, 2009; Pelaccia et al, 2010) 
have become culturally embedded as reflective of the ‘true’ nature of women 
and men such that women and men are perceived as homogeneous groups 
(Crompton and Lyonette, 2005; Haynes and Fearfull, 2008).  
Through a process termed ‘habitus’, which describes “the collective enterprise 
of inculcation […that] acts within [individuals and groups] as the organizing 
principle of their actions […] informing all thought and action (including thought 
of action)” (Bourdieu, 1977: 17-18), people subsequently and uncritically 
“internalize the normative system and act out of conformity with the value 
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standard” (Baughn et al, 2006: 688), thus constantly perpetuating and 
reinforcing the ‘normative system’. 
Gendered habitus, through which “cultural beliefs and norms…are transmitted 
and reinforced in interpersonal interactions” (Vandello and Cohen, 2003: 1003), 
can therefore be seen to both support and reinforce the status quo in which 
women are subordinated to men through the construction of seemingly natural 
binary oppositional ways of understanding the world (Ashcroft et al, 2007; 
Klages, 2006), which:  
“are products of, and productive of, relations of power [within which] one side of the 
binary is privileged and/or normative while the other side of the binary is 
subjugated and/or aberrant…[because] the terms of the binaries are 
interdependent – the normative Same is defined against the aberrant Other as 
what it is not” (Youdell, 2011: 38).  
The concept of (subjugated) woman as ‘Other’, first explicated in Simone de 
Beauvoir’s landmark work ‘The Second Sex’ (de Beauvoir, 1949), continues to 
be of theoretical relevance to contemporary feminist scholars exploring and 
explaining women’s subordinated position in society (Leonard, 2002; Morley, 
2011; Pringle, 2008).  
This is particularly so with regard to research on women’s access to, and career 
development within, positions traditionally associated with power and social 
prestige (England, 1993, 2003; Ridgeway, 2001) in, for example, the judiciary 
(Freenan, 2008; Malleson, 2003; O’Connor and Azzarelli, 2011), the upper 
echelons of business management (Budworth and Mann, 2010; King, 2008; 
Linehan and Scullion, 2008), the armed forces (Ball, 2012; Basham, 2008; 
Dandeker and Segal, 1996), the Academy (Mayer and Tikka, 2008; Paludi et al, 
2010; Thanakoody et al, 2006; van den Brink and Benschop, 2012), and politics 
(Childs, 2010; Flinders et al, 2011; McKay, 2011; Ryan et al, 2010).  
2.3 Subordination, discourses, and power: social constructivist theory 
The issue of power – and its attainment, manipulation, and retention – as a 
component part of the structural subordination of women, is key to much 
feminist informed work, with feminist theory – specifically postructural feminist 
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theory – contending that reality and truth are created at the the nexus of 
discourse(s) and the discursive practices that they create (Ahl, 2006).  
As such, discourses are understood to represent the point at which language, 
experience/knowledge/understanding, and human (inter)action coalesce to 
create cognitive, power-imbued ‘lenses’ (Foucault, 1978), through which 
individual subjectivity, and collective reality are understood and experienced 
(Weedon, 1997), and subsequently normalised through ‘habitus’. 
As such, all human interaction is understood to represent the continuous 
individual and collective (re)creation of “a social reality which is constructed and 
shaped by [people’s] actions and that of others in response to their actions” 
(Higgins and Elliott, 2011: 347).  
Thus, feminist theory asserts that discourses have an undeniable and profound 
effect on the way in which people both perceive reality, and create meaning 
through their experiences (Baxter, 2003; Chilton, 2005; Mills, 2003), such that 
the are said to possess an inherent capacity to embody power (Coupland, 2002; 
Foucault, 1978; van Dijk, 2008): “discourse[s] embody ideological assumptions, 
[which] sustain and legitimize existing relations of power” (Fairclough, 2001: 
33).  
An exploration of the manifestations of gendered power in society (Ahl, 2006, 
2007; Bendl, 2005; Neergaard et al, 2011), and its relation to “language, 
subjectivity, and discourse” (Bruni et al, 2004: 256), has been proposed by a 
growing number of contemporary feminist scholars as a means by which to 
“advance a rich and nuanced understanding of the complex workings of power 
and ideology in discourse in sustaining a (hierarchically) gendered social order” 
(Lazar, 2005: 1). 
By so doing, the gendered nature of the “mostly taken for granted assumptions 
about the order of things” (Ahl, 2007: 690) can be made visible, alongside the 
ways in which gendered assumptions and power differentials are enforced 
through discursive practices (Kelan, 2010; Mumby and Putnam, 1992; Neysmith 
and Chen, 2002), which both construct and reﬂect “social realities through 
actions that invoke identity, ideology, belief, and power” (Young, 2008: 1). 
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2.4 Gender stereotypes as a manifestation of a negative discursive 
practice 
Returning now to the workplace, gender stereotypes, which represent one 
specific manifestation of a negatively (for women) gendered discursive practice, 
result in a ‘double bind’ (Rudman and Glick, 2001; Ryan and Haslam, 2007) for 
women whereby they face negative consequences for both conforming to 
normative stereotypes of femininity and for rejecting them (Ahl and Marlow, 
2012; Heilman, 2001; Nelson et al, 2009).  
Failure to conform to gender-appropriate stereotypes has been found to illicit 
‘backlash’ responses (Prentice and Carranza, 2002; Rudman and Glick, 2001), 
which are “defined as social and economic sanctions for counter-stereotypical 
behaviour” (Budworth and Mann, 2010: 181), and which include such sanctions 
as “personal derogation and dislike, each of which can give rise to judgements 
and decisions that halt the upward advancement of competent women” 
(Heilman, 2001: 671).  
This means that even though women are routinely found to ‘lack’ the 
(masculine) qualities needed to achieve male standards of success (Mueller 
and Dato-On, 2008; Shaw and Cassell, 2007) – often referred to as the ‘female 
underperformance hypothesis’ (Chaganti and Parasuraman, 1996; Carter et al, 
2007; Du Rietz and Henrekson, 2000) – they will nevertheless “be penalized 
economically and professionally for behaving in ways consistent with successful 
men” (Budworth and Mann, 2010: 181).  
Thus, for women in the workplace, adherence to traditional female gender 
stereotypes means that “if they act femininely, they are disqualified from 
promotion for lacking the requisite masculine qualities” (Ely and Padavic, 2007: 
1135), yet if they enact traditionally male-gendered behaviours they are 
subjected to suspicion and scorn: “act like a man, and have one’s character, 
motives and predispositions called into question” (Maxfield et al, 2010: 594).  
The limitations placed on women by prescriptive gender stereotypes, and the 
backlash experienced for non-conformity, collectively contribute to the three 
phenomena metaphorically referred to as the ‘sticky floor’ - “which traps 
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[women] in low paid, low status work” (Bellamy and Rake, 2005: 19), the ‘glass 
ceiling’ (Purkayashtha, 2005; Broadbridge and Hearn, 2008) - which “prevents 
women from rising above a certain organizational level” (Tan, 2008: 559), and 
the ‘glass cliff’ - which refers to promotion of women to “leadership positions 
that are of dubious value and have an uncertain future” (Ryan and Haslam, 
2007: 559).  
2.5 Occupational sex segregation 
Aside from preventing women’s attainment of power and prestige within the 
workforce, gender stereotypes have also been found to “act as powerful social 
forces that justify and maintain the sex segregation of occupations” (Gupta et al, 
2009: 413). Occupational sex segregation is found to occur simultaneously 
along two orientations – horizontally, which refers to the “unequal 
representation of women and men across occupational groups” (Bourne and 
Ӧzbilgin, 2008: 321), and vertically which “refers to the tendency for men to be 
disproportionately found in occupations at the higher ends of the vertical pay 
scale” (Sappleton, 2009: 194). 
Both aspects of occupational sex segregation assist in preventing women from 
attaining positions of power and influence within organisational hierarchies 
(Heilman, 2001; Kargwell, 2008), either by constructing certain occupations, 
particularly “those associated with the largest rewards of honour, power and 
money” (England, 1993: 35), as masculine pursuits in direct opposition to 
feminine gendered norms (Haynes and Fearfull, 2008; Hoyt et al, 2009; Kent 
and Moss, 1994; Prentice and Carranza, 2002), or through the previously 
discussed ‘sticky floor’ and ‘glass ceiling’, which blocks women’s upward 
progression to the senior career positions associated with both power and 
social prestige (Doherty and Manfredi, 2006; Thanacoody et al, 2006). 
The exclusionary and power-retaining effects of sex segregation led 
Mirchandani (1999: 231) to conclude that “the central dynamic behind sex 
segregation is that of differential power that runs along gender lines”. The same 
‘power differential’ that creates and normalises sex segregation also ensures 
that the norms created and enacted by men as the dominant group in society in 
support of the retention of their own hegemonic power (Alcoff, 1988) are 
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“unlikely to be subject to critical assessment and change” (Calás et al, 2009: 
556). Indeed, the power of discursive practices that serve to disadvantage one 
gender to the benefit of the other, “goes deeper than the power based on class 
or race, and it is so universal, so ubiquitous and so complete that it appears 
‘natural’ and, until named by feminists, invisible” (Bryson, 1999: 27). 
The invisibility of women’s subordination, its direct link to patriarchy and 
capitalism (Bourne, 2010; Freedman, 2001), and the concealment of masculine 
hegemonic power behind the plausible mask of gender-neutrality (Lewis, 2006), 
has been shown by feminist scholars to lead to a failure by mainstream scholars 
to either acknowledge, or take account of, the mechanisms, causes and effects 
of gender (dis)advantage – so-called ‘gender blindness’ (Bruni et al, 2004; 
Hamilton, 2013; Mavin et al, 2004) – which conspires with hegemonic 
masculine power to “yield fragmented, reductionist explanations” (Sinisalo and 
Komulainen, 2008: 37) of women’s apparent ‘failure’ to meet the “male 
standards [which] masquerade as universal meritocratic criteria” (West and 
Austrin, 2002: 500). 
Feminist informed research into the manifestations of gender disadvantage in 
the labour market has consistently shown that traditionally female occupations, 
which tend to extend domestic roles outside of the home “namely caring, 
cleaning, catering, and cash registers” (Bellamy and Rake, 2005: 20), are poorly 
remunerated and low status (Mirchandani, 1999; ONS, 2008; Winn, 2005). 
In conclusion, when considering women’s engagement with labour force 
participation as a whole, the most obvious manifestations of gender 
disadvantage habitually faced by women are: prescriptive gender stereotypes 
(Pelaccia et al, 2010; Prentice and Carrenza, 2002), the gendered division of 
domestic labour (Craig and Sawrikar, 2009; van Hooff, 2011), gendered 
childcare/eldercare responsibilities (Fielden and Dawe, 2004; Mattis, 2004; 
Shaw et al, 2009), the sticky floor/glass ceiling/glass cliff (Pringle, 2008; Ryan 
and Haslam, 2007; Walker and Webster, 2007).  
Added to this is the persistence of the gender pay gap (Fawcett, 2012; Jeffreys, 
2010; Leaker, 2008) premised upon the unacknowledged “assumption that a 
woman is unlikely to be the main earner and, even at the height of her 
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profession, is unable to perform to the same high standards as a man” (Shaw, 
2010: 34), which results in situations whereby “as women climb the corporate 
ladder the pay gap becomes larger - reaching up to 30 percent in top 
managerial positions” (Kulich et al, 2011: 302).   
2.6 Entrepreneurship theory development and masculine norms  
Identified as one of the “founding fathers” (Ahl, 2006: 599) of economic 
entrepreneurship theorising (Deakins and Freel, 2006; Hébert and Link, 1989), 
Cantillon’s (1755) publication of his ground-breaking theories of 
entrepreneurship as a function of the wider economy (Peredo and McLean, 
2006) formed the widely acknowledged starting point (Matlay, 2005; Rocha, 
2012; Van Praag, 1999) of a stream of theory development that has been built-
upon over time to emerge in its current, multidisciplinary (Moroz and Hindle, 
2011; Steyaert and Katz, 2004) state, as a subject embedded within “core 
disciplines such as economics, psychology and sociology” (Blackburn and 
Kovalainen, 2009: 128). 
Economics-based theories of entrepreneurship continue to retain their position 
as ‘foundational texts’ (Ahl, 2004; Kirkwood and Walton, 2010), which are those 
texts to which “every author must relate to whether agreeing or objecting, […] 
which help shape the research field” (Ahl, 2006: 598), in spite of the multi-
disciplinarian approach to contemporary entrepreneurship theorising. Indeed, 
some of the key theories of entrepreneurship to have emerged from the 
economics-based entrepreneurial theorising which include: opportunity 
recognition (Casson, 1982; Kirzner, 1980; Shane and Venkataraman, 2000), 
risk-taking (Highhouse and Yüce, 1996; Knight, 1921), and innovation (Drucker, 
1985; Schumpeter, 1911; Sweezy, 1943), all of which continue to exert a 
profound influence over contemporary research.  
However, economic rational choice theories have been critiqued for their level 
of abstraction (Steyaert, 2007), and the assumptions that underpin them 
(Minard, 2009; Rocha, 2012), as well as for their positivist methods which seek 
to present findings in terms of facts, not opinions (Gartner and Birley, 2002: 
387), and their inability to explain the “messy ‘real-life’ variety of 
entrepreneurship” (de Bruin et al, 2007: 331). 
45 
 
The masculine norm of entrepreneurship (Brush et al 2009; Hytti, 2005; Lewis 
2006) developed within a wider context of the masculinisation of the public 
sphere more generally (Vӓlimӓki et al, 2009), wherein men’s role as paid 
workers in the public sphere was set against women’s unpaid role in the private 
sphere (Stevenson, 1990). It is perhaps unsurprisingly then, that “[u]ntil 
recently, the predominant population involved in entrepreneurial activities was 
men” (Bird and Brush, 2002: 42), and that entrepreneurship theory development 
has derived from the activities and outcomes of male-only populations (de Bruin 
et al, 2007), which has resulted in the application of male-derived theories to 
women’s entrepreneurship (Mirchandani, 1999) - premised upon the 
assumption that male experience is synonymous with universal human 
experience (Ashe and Treanor, 2011; Lewis, 2006) - and the emergence of a 
gender-based mismatch between dominant (masculine) discourses of 
entrepreneurship and women’s engagement in such activities (Ahl, 2007; Foss, 
2010; Lewis, 2006).  
The male-as-norm approach to exploring women’s experiences of 
entrepreneurship has been critiqued for its “organizing motif [of] the linguistic 
opposition between ‘masculine phallic presence’ and ‘feminine lack’” (Bendl, 
2008: S52), which either renders women’s entrepreneurship invisible (Baker et 
al, 1997; Ogbor, 2000; Parker, 2010), or highlights the ‘otherness’ of 
entrepreneurial women and their businesses (Marlow et al, 2008), both of which 
outcomes reinforce and perpetuate the veracity of the (unstated) masculine 
discursive norm of entrepreneurship (Lewis, 2006; Mirchandani, 1999; Wilson et 
al, 2006).    
2.7 Feminist critique of mainstream entrepreneurship theory and research 
Feminist academics argue that Western entrepreneurship theory, “usually 
driven by some variant of rational choice economic theory” (Gill and Ganesh, 
2007: 270), and underpinned by a “dominant ideology of the heroic rational 
man” (Ogbor, 2000: 616), has created a situation whereby “the invisibility of the 
masculinity embedded in entrepreneurial activities [means] that ‘entrepreneur’ 
and ‘male’ have tended to become interchangeable terms” (Lewis 2006: 455). 
Simultaneously, the invisibility of the system of gender has led to a conflation of 
the terms ‘sex’ and ‘gender’ such that they too have come to be understood and 
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used synonymously (Ahl, 2006; Neergaard et al, 2011; Walker and Webster, 
2007).  
Research has shown that gender-based barriers to women’s participation in 
entrepreneurship extends beyond the gender mismatch caused by the 
masculine norm of entrepreneurship (Ezzedeen and Zikic, 2012; Gupta and 
Turban, 2012), to include the perceived lack of credibility and legitimacy relative 
to male entrepreneurs that women entrepreneurs suffer (Baughn et al, 2006; 
Langowitz and Minniti, 2007; Nelson et al, 2003), the subsequent lower levels of 
normative support that they receive (Brush et al 2009; Welter et al 2006), and 
the demands of a masculine work norm (Bendle, 2008: S57; Mirchandani, 1999) 
which identifies “men’s labour as the general standard for understanding 
women’s work” (Kobayashi et al, 1994: xv), and which, for women, creates the 
“huge disadvantage of not having a wife to take care of them and their children” 
(Marlow, 2002: 86) whilst they work. 
Additional barriers include issues pertaining to the gendered effects on lifetime 
asset accumulation for women (Shaw et al, 2009; Still and Timms, 2000), the 
assumed homogeneity of women entrepreneurs (Gill and Ganesh, 2007; 
Gunnerud, 1997; Price and McMullan, 2012), the effects on women of gender-
based expectations regarding family, and home (Bjursell and Melin, 2011; 
Brush et al, 2009; Rouse et al, 2013), and the central role that career plays in 
both the construction and enactment of masculinity (Winn, 2005), whilst 
femininity continues to be conflated, first and foremost, with both motherhood 
and domesticity (Hughes and Jennings, 2012; Humbert and Drew, 2012). 
The masculine gendered norm of entrepreneurship conspires with societal 
gender norms and stereotypes, which create “consensual beliefs within society 
about the attributes of women and men” (Weyer, 2007: 484), to produce a 
situation in which entrepreneurial women cannot compete on a level playing 
field with men (Ahl, 2006; Gupta et al, 2014; Jack and Anderson, 2002).  
This disadvantage often means that women start businesses in “sectors with 
low barriers to entry, high competition and low profit margins” (Verheul and 
Thurik, 2001; Nadin 2007; Tillmar 2006), which has obvious implications for 
both profit and growth potential. Since within standard paradigms of economy-
47 
 
based constructions of entrepreneurship (Carter et al, 2003; Dhaliwal et al, 
2006; Marlow and McAdam, 2012) profit level and growth potential represent 
two of the standard measures of entrepreneurial success (Bird and Brush, 
2002; Brindley, 2005; Sappleton, 2009), the gendered constraints imposed 
upon women both prior to starting their businesses and once they are engaged 
in entrepreneurship invariably cause them to appear to be ‘less successful’ than 
men (Gatewood et al, 2009; Green et al, 2003; Lewis, 2006).  
However, such gender blind conclusions fail to question whether all women 
aspire to success on male-derived terms (Gill and Ganesh, 2007; Lewis, 2006; 
Shaw et al, 2009), or whether in fact, due to women’s gendered situation within 
society, their success measures might be different (Brindley, 2005; Cliff, 1998; 
Lewis 2006; Parker 2010), yet nevertheless equally valid and valuable (de Bruin 
et al 2007; Gill and Ganesh 2007; Shaw et al, 2009). Thus, as a gendered 
supposition, the assumption that “men’s entrepreneurial success can be used 
as a standard by which women’s barriers to success can be indentified” 
(Mirchandani, 1999: 227) results in women being judged to ‘fail’ by comparison 
to an unacknowledged male norm, which in turn forms the framework for the 
resolution of the failure in terms of the replication of masculine-normed 
behaviours. The self-perpetuating, hegemonic power of such unspoken and 
unacknowledged masculine gendered norms and assumptions is therefore 
evident.   
2.8 Gender, the push/pull of entrepreneurship, and context 
“While women were pulled into entrepreneurship in a remarkably similar way to 
men, the push factors they experienced were largely related to their families 
(flexibility with children)” (Kirkwood, 2009: 357). 
Push/pull factors have been widely used in entrepreneurship theorising to 
explain entrepreneurial motivations (Brown et al, 2007; Kirkwood, 2009; Weiler 
and Bernasek, 2001), and whilst they provide a useful basic tool for exploring 
the issue of motivation, they have nevertheless been critiqued by feminist 
academics for leading to “reductionist and stereotypical [...] understandings that 
do not account for the relationship between pull and push, or more generally the 
complexity of factors at work” (Hytti, 2005: 595). 
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It is generally agreed that “[p]ush factors predominate among women 
entrepreneurs [and] pull factors predominate among men entrepreneurs” 
(Humbert and Drew, 2010), however the significance of context (Calás et al, 
2009; Mirchandani, 1999; Welter, 2011), and the importance of an 
understanding of the diverse manifestations of gendered (dis)advantage (Gupta 
et al 2009) in researching women entrepreneurs, is key to the production of 
knowledge that recognises the influence of society and discourse in moulding 
women’s experiences (Verheul and Thurik, 2001) such that their entrepreneurial 
“choices need to be understood as both situated in time and space, and 
constituted through discourse” (Dick and Hyde, 2006: 543). 
Thus, a contextualised gender-aware framework also serves to move beyond 
the traditional attempt to predict who will become entrepreneurs (Hurley, 1999) 
which results in both the “myopic tendency to focus on constructing ideal types 
and making lists of traits and competencies” (Tatli and Ӧzbilgin, 2009: 246), and 
the creation of “essentialist and monolithic categories that in no way can 
represent the diversity of the subjects researched” (Engelstad and Gerrard, 
2005: 4). In this way, feminist-informed scholarship aims to “focus on 
illuminating the messy, heterogeneous and problematic nature of 
entrepreneurship” (Tedmanson et al, 2012: 533), rather than on trying to 
discover and delineate the ‘universal truths’, and unassailable ‘facts’ of 
entrepreneurship (Gartner and Birley, 2002; Ogbor, 2000). 
The importance of a contextualised, gender-aware approach to women’s 
entrepreneurship has been demonstrated by the differences (and similarities) 
found in the gendered barriers and associated problems experienced by women 
entrepreneurs in the developed West, as compared to in developing countries. 
For example, research carried out in developing countries has shown that 
women entrepreneurs tend to be “constrained by cultural, educational and 
economic barriers” (Boohene et al, 2008: 239), which barriers manifest as, for 
example, limited education (Wood and Davidson, 2011), associated poor 
literacy skills (Williams and Gurtoo, 2011) and mathematical knowledge (Dzisi, 
2008), gendered cultural constraints (Afza and Rashid, 2009) such as not being 
allowed to interact with men (Roomi and Harrison, 2010), endemic poverty 
(Ndemo and Maina, 2007) and associated lack of access to resources 
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(Tambunan, 2011), difficulty in obtaining finance (Mahmood, 2011), and early 
marriage (Mair and Marti, 2007).  
Thus, an awareness of context, alongside the application of a gender lens, 
ensures that the pitfall of “assumptions of shared subordination arising from a 
homogeneous biological identity and socio-economic positioning” (Ahl and 
Marlow, 2012: 548) of women entrepreneurs is avoided and so, in recognition of 
the social construction of both gender and entrepreneurship (Higgins and Elliott, 
2011), feminist scholars seek to produce research that takes account of “the 
differentiated, complex, and varied influence gender characterization has upon 
men and women in entrepreneurship” (Gupta et al 2009: 413).  
To this end contextualised, socially embedded approaches (Ahl and Nelson, 
2010; Brush et al 2009; de Bruin et al 2007), located within paradigms that 
recognise the heterogeneity of the entrepreneurial population, with particular 
reference to women (Ahl, 2006; Foss, 2010; Gill and Ganesh, 2007), are utilised 
as a means of “escaping the default individualist assumptions” (Rindova et al, 
2009: 481) of traditional entrepreneurship research.  
In this way, the effects of “the larger, external social context” (Shelton, 2010: 
379) have become an increasingly central feature of contemporary critical 
entrepreneurship research (Jack and Anderson, 2002; Steyaert, 2007), which 
has facilitated the critical analysis of the economically rational “archetype of the 
white, male, individualistic, Calvinist entrepreneur” (Essers and Benschop, 
2009: 420). 
Traditional theories of entrepreneurship premised upon “the Schumpeterian 
legacy [which] characterises the entrepreneur as an independent economic 
actor detached from the social and political context within which he/she 
experiences complex relationships” (Jayasinghe et al, 2008: 242), are 
challenged, the complexity of entrepreneurial action as “a complex web of 
intertwined socio-economic and politically framed activities constructed by 
contextualized institutional frameworks” (Tedmanson et al, 2012: 535; Calás et 
al, 2009; de Bruin et al, 2006) explored, the diversity of the entrepreneurial 
population (Engelstad and Gerrard 2005; Levent et al, 2003; Maxfield et al, 
2010) embraced, and discursive heterogeneity (Lewis, 2011; Nadesan and 
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Trethway, 2000) that is “tolerant to ambiguity, diversity and pluralism” (Ogbor, 
2000: 605; Calàs et al, 2009) is encouraged. 
2.9 Feminist scholarship as a site of revelation and resistance 
Feminist academic scholarship, like other critical scholarship (Boje and Smith, 
2010; Down, 2010; Hjorth and Steyaert, 2009; Tedmanson et al, 2010), 
represents an important locus of resistance against the essentialist assumptions 
and reductionist conclusions relating to women’s lives evident in ‘traditional’ 
scholarship (Ahl, 2006; Foss, 2010; Grunig, 2006).  
Research that incorporates androcentric assumptions and norms can be 
challenged by studies that highlight the diversity and heterogeneity of women as 
a ‘group’ (Gill and Ganesh, 2007), and through the application of non-traditional 
research methods (Bruni, 2004), located within feminist-informed research 
paradigms (Ahl and Nelson, 2010; Campbell, 2004), feminist scholarship can 
create a space in which women’s diverse voices can be heard (Wallace, 2005), 
and their “subjugated knowledge” (Brooks and Hesse-Biber 2007: 4) can be 
validated and legitimised (Hart and Metcalfe, 2010).  
Such an approach acts as to empower women (Bryson 1999; Charles 1996; Hill 
Collins 1991), provide a counterpoint to the homogeneity with which women are 
often portrayed in normative discourses (Brindley 2005; Neysmith and Chen 
2002; Shaw and Cassell 2007),  and to challenge essentialist assumptions 
relating to traits associated with both sex and gender (Butler, 1993). Thus, 
feminist-informed scholarship serves as a challenge to the sex-based 
essentialism of the ‘homogeneity within/difference between groups’ paradigm 
(Emslie and Hunt, 2009) that provides a rationale for sex-difference studies (Ely 
and Padavic, 2007), which inevitably find women ‘lacking’ compared to the 
unacknowledged masculine norm (Lewis, 2006), thereby reinforcing their 
subordinate status (Ahl, 2006; Calás et al, 2009; Tyler, 2005).  
It can thus be seen that the gendered disadvantages experienced by women 
can affect them not only cumulatively over a lifetime (Vandecasteele, 2011), but 
also concurrently to produce nexus of multiple oppressions (Hill Collins, 2000), 
along dimensions associated with other systems of oppression, for example, in 
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the form of what has been termed “the holy trinity of social science” (Cherlin, 
2009: 1589) consisting of gender, race, and class.  
Feminists scholars contend that because “gender and power are inextricably 
tied” (Ely and Padavic, 2007: 1125), it therefore follows that the power and 
privilege attendant upon membership of the dominant group within patriarchal 
societies (Lloyd 2005; Metcalfe 2008; Oakley 2000) are two of the most salient 
features marginalised, or indeed excluded, by gender blind research (Hunnicutt, 
2009). 
It has therefore been posited that research that denies the existence of gender-
based power disparities and associated disadvantages for women, “exonerates 
the advantaged from any blame for current inequalities while also blaming the 
disadvantaged, either implicitly or explicitly, for their own condition” (Lewis, 
2006: 458). Furthermore, it denies the ways in which gender, as an internalised 
and institutionalised system, “so profoundly influences assumptions, variables, 
theoretical and measurement models, and methodologies” (Gupta et al, 2009: 
413), thereby giving rise to “weak analytical framing and poorly founded 
assumptions” (Marlow et al, 2008: 336). 
Feminist academics have also worked to reveal and critique the manifestations 
of male privilege and power within the Academy itself (Haynes and Fearful, 
2008; Mayer and Tikka, 2008; Thanacoody et al, 2006), including the barriers 
erected around the dissemination of feminist-informed work (Ahl, 2006; de Bruin 
et al, 2007; Ferber and Nelson 1993, 2003), the difficulties faced by women in 
attaining senior positions within Universities (Morley, 2011; Thanacoody et al, 
2006), the barriers to access of the editorial boards of the most prestigious 
journals (de Bruin et al, 2006; Ӧzbilgin, 2004), and the  challenges faced by 
scholars specialising in research focussed on women, in getting their work 
published in top-tier journals (Baker et al, 1997; Jennings and Brush, 2013; 
Hart, 2006). 
For women academics specialising in feminist scholarship, the failure to publish 
their research in prestigious journals has two significant knock-on effects; first, 
their career progression, heavily premised upon the legitimacy gained through 
publication of research in top-tier journals, is threatened (Ahl, 2006; Hart and 
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Metcalfe, 2010), and second, the status quo remains largely unchallenged as 
masculine hegemony conspires to exclude feminist scholarship from the 
mainstream (Ahl, 2004; Calvert and Ramsey 1992; de Bruin et al 2007).  
The result is that “many women academics who want to study women are 
forced to develop two research interests, one in a ‘mainstream’ academically 
‘legitimate’ area and a second stream in issues relating to women” (Stevenson 
1990: 444). This in turn compels women to compromise their research interests, 
and feminist politics if they wish to achieve legitimacy and career success (on 
the terms dictated by hegemonic masculinity):  
“[t]he price has been high – for individual researchers as well as for the field. The 
major cost for the discipline has, in our view, been conformity. To not ‘rock the 
boat’, to have our work accepted by mainstream academic journals and 
professional associations, to avoid being seen as radical, to try to move from the 
margins to centre, to be taken even half seriously, we have been forced to 
mainstream our work and our writing” (Calvert and Ramsey 1992: 80). 
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Chapter Three: SE and SEship literature review - general, 
critical, and gendered 
3.0 Introduction 
Social enterprise (SE) and social entrepreneurship (SEship) have been the 
focus of considerable governmental policy attention and investment for almost a 
decade in the UK (Spear et al, 2009; Teasdale, 2010), as evidenced by “the 
support, by way of increased legitimacy, visibility and funding, given by the UK 
Government to social enterprise” (Grant, 2008: 18). 
The Labour government (1997-2010) sought to build capacity within the wider 
third sector (DTI, 2002; Home Office, 1998b; HM Treasury, 2002) premised 
upon the vision of “a strong enterprising and business culture [demonstrating] 
efficiency, financial sustainability, [and] accountability” (Sepulveda, 2009: 5), as 
it sought to position SE as a “policy vehicle” (Spear et al, 2009: 2) through 
which to facilitate the provision of locally-based, efficient, cost-effective 
solutions (Leadbeater, 1997; Smith and Stevens, 2010) and thus help 
“compensate for stagnant and declining public services” (Haugh and Kitson, 
2007: 981). 
However, as an emergent field of academic research (Nicholls, 2010; Short et 
al., 2009), the development of SE literature has been much facilitated in recent 
years by the launch of specialist journals (Granados et al, 2011) such as the 
Social Enterprise Journal (SEJ) in 2005, the Journal of Social Entrepreneurship 
(JSE) in 2010, and the International Journal of Social Entrepreneurship and 
Innovation (IJSEI) in 2011.  
Whilst the number of scholars engaging in SE and SEship research continues 
to grow (Swanson and Zhang, 2012; Zahra et al, 2009), the extant SE and 
SEship literature has nevertheless been subject to ongoing critique on the basis 
of its fragmentation and lack of general coherence and comparability (Galera 
and Borzaga, 2009; Kerlin, 2010; Peattie and Morley, 2008), which, it is 
claimed, has made it “difficult for scholars to build upon and contribute to an 
emerging stream of knowledge” (Desa, 2007: 20). 
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3.1 A general overview of the emergent SE and SEship academic 
literature: problems, practicalities, and potential 
Within the extant Se and SEship literature, the most regularly identified barrier 
to the development of a coherent body of knowledge on SE and SEship, 
centres on the lack of definitional consensus within the international academic 
community (Galera and Borzaga, 2009; Mason, 2012; Nielsen and Samia, 
2008) regarding what “constitutes a social enterprise” (Shaw and Carter, 2007: 
419). The nascent SE literature suggests that the combination of social and/or 
environmental outputs (Chell et al, 2010; Cabinet Office, 2006; Patel and 
Mehta, 2011) coupled with “revenue generation strategies [delivered] through 
trading” (DiDomenico et al, 2010: 682), occurs along a spectrum (Austin et al, 
2006; Sepulveda, 2009; Westall, 2007) that ranges from grant/donation-
maintained organisations whose income is supplemented through limited 
revenue generation activities, through organisations who depend upon mixed 
revenue streams, to organisations created for the sole purpose of providing for 
a given community through trading, who receive no unearned income at all 
(Galera and Borzaga, 2009; Harding, 2004; Ridley-Duff, 2008; Sepulveda et al, 
2010).  
It has thus been contended that the diversity of organisations engaged in 
revenue-generating activities in order to create “social value” (Diochon and 
Anderson, 2009: 15) by funding social output (HM Government, 2011; Peattie 
and Morley, 2008), means that SE activity can be said to exist, to varying 
degrees, in all sectors of the economy (Cabinet Office, 2006; Dacin et al, 2010; 
DTI, 2002; Marks et al, 2007): 
“the distinction between social and commercial entrepreneurship is not 
dichotomous, but rather more accurately conceptualised as a continuum ranging 
from purely social to purely economic” (Austin et al 2006: 3). 
3.2 Definitional debate: the difficulties and politics of defining SE and 
SEship 
The debate within the academic community concerning what constitutes SE and 
SEship is an issue of ongoing concern (Doeringer, 2010; Kistruck and Beamish, 
2010; Peattie and Morley, 2008), and has resulted in the development of a 
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“bewildering array of definitions” (Teasdale, 2011: 1), upon which there remains 
no general consensus (Chell, 2007; Diochon and Anderson, 2009, 2011). As 
such, the situation has “frustrate[d] efforts to produce a comprehensive 
understanding” (Shaw and Carter, 2007: 419) of the concepts, which confusion 
has been added to by the often interchangeable use of the terms SE and 
SEship within both the academic and wider literatures (Galera and Borzaga, 
2009; Peredo and McLean, 2006).  
Within the UK, definitions of SE have tended to emerge from amongst the most 
influential “paradigm building actors” (Nicholls, 2010: 611), such as the 
Department of Trade and Industry (DTI) who, in 2002, defined SE as: 
“a business with primarily social objectives whose surpluses are principally 
reinvested for that purpose in the business or in the community, rather than being 
driven by the need to maximise profit for shareholders or owners” (DTI, 2002: 7),  
and the Social Enterprise Coalition (SEC), who asserted that:  
“[a] social enterprise is not defined by its legal status but by its nature: its social 
aims and outcomes; the basis on which its social mission is embedded in its 
structure and governance; and the way it uses the profits it generates through 
trading activities” (NEF/SAS, 2004:  8). 
The SEC - now Social Enterprise UK (SEUK) – has recently updated its 
website-based definition of SE, having clearly moved to a conceptualisation of 
SEs as businesses, in line with the DTI (2002) definition (above): 
“[s]ocial enterprises are businesses that trade to tackle social problems, improve 
communities, people’s life chances, or the environment. They make their money 
from selling goods and services in the open market, but they reinvest their profits 
back into the business or the local community. And so when they profit, society 
profits” (SEUK, 2014, emphasis in original). 
The provision of a “clear but pragmatic” (SEUK, 2014) definition of SE was 
made alongside a more “technical” (ibid.) breakdown of the features that SEUK 
asserted marked them out as different to mainstream businesses. As such, it 
was suggested that: 
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SOCIAL ENTERPRISES SHOULD:  
 Have a clear social and/or environmental mission set out in their governing 
documents 
 Generate the majority of their income through trade 
 Reinvest the majority of their profits  
 Be autonomous of state 
 Be majority controlled in the interests of the social mission 
 Be accountable and transparent (SEUK, 2014) 
However, whilst the DTI (2002) remains the definition most frequently cited in 
discussions of SE in the UK (Bull, 2006), and was adopted by the ConDem 
coalition (2009-2015) government (Dey and Teasdale, 2013; Lyon and 
Fernandez, 2012; McAdam and Treanor, 2011), a critique has emerged with 
regard to its discursive association the Labour government’s SE agenda (Hall et 
al, 2012; Teasdale, 2012; Teasdale et al, 2013), as well as to the fact that: 
“according to some authors, the entrepreneurial nature, especially as concerns the 
carrying out of economic activity in a continuous and stable manner, is not a 
necessary condition for the social entrepreneurship qualification” (Galera and 
Borzaga, 2009: 211). 
Ultimately as noted by Lyon et al (2010: 15), “[w]hat is and is not a social 
enterprise is a political decision” and as such, an increasing number of SE 
scholars have called for studies that are alert to the “power relations that 
characterize a field (i.e. how it is organized and the factors that create and 
perpetuate that organization)” (Nicholls, 2010: 614).  
Within the academic community, definitions of SE range in content and focus, 
but tend towards the broad and deliberately general, with recent examples 
including Cho (2006: 36), who defined SE as:  
“a set of institutional practices combining the pursuit of financial objectives with the 
pursuit and promotion of substantive and terminal values”;  
Nicholls (2006: 23) who conceptualised it as:  
“innovative and effective activities that focus strategically on resolving social 
market failures and creating opportunities to add social value systematically by 
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using a range of organisational formats to maximise social impact and bring about 
change”;  
Shaw and Carter (2007: 419) who refer to it as:  
“a new label for describing the work of community, voluntary and public 
organizations, as well as private firms working for social rather than for-profit 
objectives”; 
and DiDomenico et al (2010: 682) who posit that its spirit is encapsulated in a 
commitment:  
“to attain a particular social objective or set of objectives through the sale of 
products and/or services, and in doing so aim to achieve financial sustainability 
independent of government and other donors”. 
Indeed the search for a universally acceptable definition for the “loose and 
baggy monster” (McBrearty 2007: 67) of SE and wider third sector activities, 
continues to provoke debate within the academic community to the point of 
parody:  
“[w]hat we should anticipate is something inclusive like ‘for social purpose, non-
proprietary, non-commercial, not for personal profit, non-profit maximising, non-
governmental, independent organisation’ or ‘FSPNPNCNFPPNPMNGI’” (Jones 
and Keogh 2006: 16). 
However, in spite of the lack of a conclusive definition of SE a general 
consensus has emerged that it can be understood as describing organisations 
which employ “market-based approaches to address social issues” (Kerlin, 
2006: 247; DTI 2002), yet even that level of agreement has failed to resolve the 
many ongoing debates around SE which, as discussed previously, centre on 
the diversity evident in the SE sector (GEO, 2008; HM Government, 2011; 
Peattie and Morley, 2008).  
3.3 Emergent SE and SEship theory: more questions than answers? 
Some of the other key issues to emerge from the nascent SEship literature are 
those relating to the similarities and/or differences between the various types of 
organisations pursuing a double/triple bottom line (Chell, 2007; Nielsen and 
Samia, 2008; Wells et al, 2010); the ways in which such organisations are 
funded (Austin et al, 2006; Short et al, 2009; Social Enterprise Coalition, 2010); 
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their use (or not) of democratic, participative governance practices (Defourny, 
2009; DiDomenico et al, 2009; Ridley-Duff, 2008); the level and type of trading 
undertaken (ECOTEC, 2003; IFF, 2005; SEUK, 2012); and the way(s) in which 
profits are used and/or distributed (DTI, 2002; Kerlin, 2006; NEF/SAS, 2004).   
Developing the idea that the social economy - also referred to in academic and 
policy literature as the ‘third sector’ (Spear and Bidet, 2005) - within which SE is 
largely conceptually located (Choi and Majumdar, 2013; Shaw and Carter, 
2007) might be sufficiently different to the private sector for the direct 
application of mainstream theories to be problematic, Teasdale (2010: 90) 
posits that “it has been suggested that the dominant paradigm in which social 
entrepreneurship research has been undertaken has led to social outcomes 
being neglected”.  
Thus SE scholars, drawing upon the work of mainstream critical 
entrepreneurship scholars, have argued for the adoption of theoretical 
perspectives that acknowledge the heterogeneity of social entrepreneurial 
(SEurial) activity (Austin et al, 2006; Cornelius et al, 2008; Ridley-Duff, 2008; 
Shaw and Carter, 2007), which seeks to move beyond the positivist research 
paradigms associated with mainstream entrepreneurship research (Chell, 2007; 
Harrison and Mason, 2007; Sinisalo and Komulainen, 2008). 
As a result, yet more developmentally fundamental questions have emerged 
within the SE and SEship literature, centred on such questions as whether 
mainstream entrepreneurship theories derived from rational economic models 
(Dart, 2004) can be adapted in order to qualify and quantify SEship (Chell, 
2007; Parkinson and Howarth, 2008), what constitutes ‘entrepreneurial’ activity 
within the SEship paradigm (Shaw and Carter, 2007), what relationship may 
exist between “social value” creation (Diochon and Anderson, 2009: 15) and 
economic output as markers of the double bottom line (Doherty et al, 2009), in 
what ways these outputs should be interpreted as evidence of an SE’s ‘success’ 
(Dart et al, 2010; Dees, 2003: 2), how, and to what end, different 
conceptions/definitions of SE highlight different salient features (Dey and 
Steyaert, 2010), and what implications this has for the development and 
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delivery of SE policy and practice (Nicholls, 2010), alongside the development 
of SE theory (Short et al, 2009).  
The fact nevertheless remains that, as noted by Teasdale (2011: 16) “[s]ocial 
enterprise means different things to different people across time and 
context...[and] has been constructed by a variety of competing interests 
embracing different discourses and representing different organisational 
constituents”. Thus, if the creation of a ‘hard and fast’ definition of SE is neither 
possible nor perhaps, desirable, then it might be prudent to be mindful of the 
admonishment made by Gartner (1990: 28) that:   
“[a] definition of entrepreneurship that is so simple that it fails to reflect the thing we 
are concerned about does not have to be created. But if no existing definition can 
be agreed upon by most researchers and practitioners, then it is important to say 
what we mean. If many different meanings for entrepreneurship exist, then it 
behoves us to make sure that others know what we are talking about. The various 
themes of entrepreneurship...seem to reflect different parts of the same 
phenomenon [...] Only by making explicit what we believe can we begin to 
understand how all of these different parts make up a whole.” 
With Gartner’s (1990) suggestion in mind, the definition of SE employed for the 
purpose of this study follows DiDomenico et al (2010: 682), and is stated as ‘the 
pursuit of a particular social objective or set of objectives through the sale of 
products and/or services, with the aim of achieving, where appropriate, long-
term financial sustainability independent of government and other donors’.  
3.4 The heroic social entrepreneur 
Related to both the definitional debate and the contentious proposal to 
transpose the use of mainstream entrepreneurship theory into the social space, 
concerns have arisen within some areas of the academic community regarding 
the conceptualisation of the SEur in ‘heroic’ terms (Dey and Steyaert, 2010; 
Jones and Keogh, 2006; McAdam and Treanor, 2011; Parkinson, 2005), which 
situation mirrors the “dominant ideology of the heroic rational man” (Ogbor, 
2000: 616) evident within mainstream entrepreneurship (Goss, 2005; Smith, 
2010; Spear, 2006; Tedmanson et al, 2012). 
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The rhetoric around SEurs has tended to coalesce around representations of 
heroic masculinity, with British SEurship being regularly celebrated through the 
efforts of individuals such as:  
 John Bird (Founder and Editor-in-Chief of the Big Issue) – (Cabinet Office, 2006: 14) 
 Jamie Oliver (Founder of the restaurant Fifteen) – (SBS, 2005: 10) 
 Tim Smit (Founder of the Eden Project) – (Timms, 2002: 1), 
whilst internationally occurring SEship has been lauded through the efforts of 
men such as: 
 Muhammad Yunus (Founder of The Grameen Bank) – (Hewitt, 2002: 3) 
 Bill Drayton (Founder of the Ashoka Foundation) – (Westall, 2007: 20) 
What is interesting, is that similar to mainstream entrepreneurship the 
masculinisation of the SEur (McAdam and Treanor, 2011) has led to women 
SEurs being rendered almost entirely invisible, and their contribution to both 
society and the economy through their SEurial activities equally so (Humbert, 
2012; Teasdale et al, 2011), whilst the heroic male SEurs are regularly lauded 
in the academic literature, within political rhetoric (McAdam and Treanor, 2011; 
Nicholls, 2010; Seanor and Meaton, 2008), and within the SE sector itself 
“[t]here is no dearth of events, awards, and celebrations highlighting the heroic 
efforts of a handful of social entrepreneurs” (Dacin et al, 2010: 52).   
As a result, SE scholars have begun to question the political power associated 
with control of the “utopian and neophilic enunciation of social entrepreneurship” 
(Dey and Steyaert, 2010: 86), and its associated legitimating discourses by 
“resource-rich actors” (Nicholls, 2010: 625) who through control of the dominant 
discourses, have the ability to create isomorphic “patterns and structures 
[which] become institutionalised as norms, standards and ideals, not 
necessarily because they are efficient or effective but because they are seen as 
legitimising” (Bull, 2006: 10). 
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3.5 The discursive and rhetorical construction of the idea(l) of SE 
The same discursive delineating function can be seen in relation to the rhetoric 
of SE and SEship in the UK, the legitimating function of which has been brought 
to bear around issues firmly associated with mainstream entrepreneurship, such 
as the centrality of the business model to SE:    
 “A social enterprise is, first and foremost, a business” (DTI, 2002: 13); 
the conceptualisation of SE and SEship as primarily economic activities: 
 “The reason the DTI is so committed to social enterprise is that social enterprise can 
play an important role in achieving our economic goals” (Timms, 2002: 1) 
the innovation of entrepreneurship: 
 Social enterprises display “entrepreneurial flair” (DTI, 2003: 6) 
and its location as a driver of governmental policy initiatives: 
 “Nationally, [SEs] are an important part of our business future” (Cabinet Office, 2006: 2). 
In this way, through the control of its constituent parts (i.e. what is 
included/highlighted/fore-fronted versus what is excluded/masked/hidden), the 
“key paradigm-building actors” (Nicholls, 2010: 611) can be seen to have 
created a politically-charged (Bacq and Janssen, 2011; Griffith, 2012; Teasdale 
et al, 2013) “grand narrative” (Dey and Steyaert, 2010: 85) that serves a gate-
keeping function for those legitimating features of SEs that are deemed to be 
value-adding, whilst simultaneously denying legitimacy to those aspects that do 
not conform: 
“governments and [other] agencies set out what is true and false, the means by 
which each is authorised, how truth is acquired and the status of those 
determining what counts as true; they are skilled at engineering truth through 
language. Such a regime of truth masks or even represses other truths” (Shaw, 
2010: 39). 
The potential effects that such discursive conceptualisations of SE, SEship, and 
SEurs could have on the practice of SEship was evidenced by the types of SEs 
that were showcased as examples of ‘best practice’ in governmental and other 
key paradigm-building actors’ publications (DTI, 2002; Cabinet Office, 2006; 
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SEC, 2013). These ‘best practice’ SEs tended to be represented by “ventures 
that c[ould] be scaled up and transferred across localities” (Sunley and Pinch, 
2013: 116), which could therefore be seen to achieve according to traditional 
entrepreneurial success markers such as turnover, number of employees, and 
growth/replicability. Indeed, in a statement relating to the distribution of monies 
from the SE-supporting Future Builders fund, HM Treasury unashamedly 
declared that “[h]igh quality schemes that exemplify good practice, encourage 
partnership working, and replicate success will be candidates for funding” (HM 
Treasury, 2002: 32).  
However, SE scholars noted that in such instances, mainstream economic 
outputs were presented as being effectively synonymous with the social outputs 
of SE (Chell, 2007; Lautermann, 2013), thus blurring the distinction between the 
necessity of economic outputs (to pay for social benefit), and the essentiality of 
social ideals that are central to the core values, mission, and creation of SEs 
(Austin et al, 2006; Bull et al, 2010; Mason et al, 2007; SEC 2009): 
“the dominant economic philosophy at the heart of entrepreneurship is capitalism 
and free market economics [and t]hese assumptions, added to the ambiguity of 
entrepreneurship and the complexity of community, render social entrepreneurship 
particularly problematic conceptually” (Parkinson, 2005: 1). 
Added to this was the identification of potential problematic areas associated 
with the fore-fronting of the individual efforts of the ‘heroic’ SEur at the expense 
of the collective (Hjorth and Bjerke, 2006; Hjorth, 2010), alongside the reduction 
of SEs’ social value creation to mere cost savings (Lautermann, 2013; Phills et 
al, 2008) rhetorically presented as the ‘modernisation’ and ‘reform’ of public 
services (Bland, 2010; DTI, 2002, 2004; Leadbeater, 1997; WISE, 2006).  
Additionally, it was suggested that the inextricable melding of economic and 
social output within some SE discourses – for example, “jobs created for certain 
groups, or services provided in deprived communities” (BoE, 2003: 30) – 
presented a unidimensional image of SE, which masked the diversity and 
plurality of SEship (Defourny and Nissens, 2010; Spear et al, 2009; WISE, 
2006), thereby sidelining the less easily measurable and quantifiable social 
value created (Dacin et al, 2011; DiDomenico et al, 2010; Lane and Casile, 
2011; Peattie and Morley, 2008a). 
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Through the fore-fronting of business and economic discourses within dominant 
discourses of SE and SEship (OTS, 2006a; DTI, 2002, 2003, 2003c; SEL, 
2004), the marriage of the terms ‘social’ and ‘enterprise/entrepreneurship’ was 
presented as wholly unproblematic (Bull, 2008; Roper and Cheney, 2005; 
Teasdale, 2011), thereby rendering invisible the many tensions inherent in the 
management of a double/triple bottom line in practice (Bacq and Janssen, 2011; 
Dart, 2004a; Scott and Teasdale, 2012; Teasdale, 2012a).  
Thus, as a result of a policy and discsursive approach “focussed on successes 
to the exclusion of failures” (Kistruck and Beamish, 2010: 736), the stories (and 
associated learning) of those SEs which prove untenable as ongoing economic 
concerns (Cahalane, 2013; Dacin et al, 2010) according to the discursive 
parameters laid down by the dominant business/economics logics of SE and 
SEship were made invisible and therefore unproblematic (Seanor and Meaton, 
2008; Scott and Teasdale, 2012), and the ‘heroic’ image of SEship (Corner and 
Ho, 2010; Parkinson and Howorth, 2008; Seanor and Meaton, 2007) allowed to 
retain its discursive potency regardless of the ‘on the ground’ reality for 
practitioners (Amin, 2009; Dacin et al, 2010; Dey and Steyaert, 2010).   
3.6 Social impact measurement and the ‘success’ of SEs 
The political discourses of SE and SEship were designed to underpin the 
validity of the neo-liberal policy drive for the “replacement of government with 
the market” (Dey and Steyaert, 2010: 90), which sought to impose “the values 
and ethos of the corporate sector – competitiveness and profit maximisation” 
(Wallace, 2005: 85) onto SE. 
Premised upon an assumption that “[t]he more profitable the activities are, the 
more money that is available to address social concerns” (Diochon and 
Anderson, 2009: 16), such an economically rationalist (Dart, 2004) approaches 
have been claimed to create situations wherein “a managerialist ideology [can 
take] precedence over the social” (Bull et al 2010: 253). 
In this way, dominant discourses of success in SEship, based on “efficiency, 
business discipline, and financial independence” (Dey and Steyaert 2010: 98), 
were assumed to represent the most appropriate (read: easily quantifiable) 
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measure success in SE, a situation evidenced in the (tellingly ordered) list of 
‘values’ embodied by successful SEs in the (2002) DTI document ‘Social 
enterprise: a strategy for success’: 
“[t]he values that successful social enterprises exemplify [are] enterprise, 
innovation, competitiveness and social inclusion” (ibid.: 8). 
Indeed, measurement of SE output that focused on the more accessible and 
easily quantifiable economic, rather than social, outputs (Austin et al 2006) 
resulted in some surprising claims, for example that “social enterprises with 
mixed revenue streams create five times as many jobs and just over six times 
the amount of turnover as mainstream entrepreneurial businesses” (Harding, 
2004: 43).  
Such ‘facts’ relating to the size, scope and impact of the SE sector certainly 
appeared to support the utopian rhetoric of SE (Dey and Steyaert, 2010), yet 
the validity of both the data presented and the methodologies used for the 
various scoping exercises of the UK SE sector have now been called into 
question (Puttick and Ludlow, 2012; Teasdale et al, 2013). However, in spite of 
these identified problems, the issue of social impact measurement nevertheless 
remained high on the political agenda, with the Cabinet Office – under the 
auspices of the former ConDem coalition government (2010-2015) – claiming its 
continued commitment to: 
“make high quality impact measurement the norm for charities and social 
enterprises by 2022” (HM Government, 2013: 13). 
Indeed, one of the outcomes of the government-sponsored ‘Inspiring Impact’ 
programme during its first year of operation was the publication of a 'code of 
good impact practice’ within which document the assertion appeared to be 
made, that the measurement and scaling-up of social value creation was 
apparently more important than the actual delivery of services to clients: 
“it is all too easy to focus on your day-to-day work, when it is the impact you’re 
having, and how you can have more, that is arguably more important” (Inspiring 
Impact, 2013: 4). 
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Such obviously politicised and hard-line approaches drew critique from some 
parts of the academic community for their aggressively economically rationalist 
underpinning philosophy, which failed to take account of subjective measures of 
social value and: 
“often display[ed] a perhaps surprisingly positivistic and linear attitude to social 
impact as a ‘truth’ to be discovered, rather than a set of contextual and interpretive 
(according to stakeholder perspective) data” (Nicholls, 2013: 1). 
3.7 Organisational sustainability within SE: competing discourses 
and demands 
Sustainability – both social and financial – within SE represented another issue 
to have come under the scrutiny of the academic community (Wallace, 2005), 
with Moizer and Tracey (2010: 253) stating that: 
“[m]anaging this double bottom line demands a careful balance between resource 
utilization (in order to build and maintain competitive advantage), and engagement 
with local stakeholders (in order to build and maintain organizational legitimacy). 
Failure to strike an appropriate balance between these two partly competing 
objectives profoundly threatens organizational sustainability”. 
The combination then of a policy approach that actively promoted financial self-
sufficiency, with the often conflicting expectations of non-governmental 
stakeholders (Hynes 2009; Thompson, 2008), “and the social enterprise’s [own] 
focus on social or local outcomes” (Parkinson and Howarth, 2008: 286), had the 
ability to create significant managerial complexity (Pӓrenson, 2011) including, 
but not limited to, “constraints of time and space on their ability to grow and 
maintain their venture” (Smith and Stevens, 2010: 591).  
One component part of the aforementioned managerial complexity was the 
previously discussed notion of the potential conflict between the two elements 
of the double bottom line - the social and the economic - (Teasdale, 2011), and 
its connection, in turn, to the definitional debate:  
“[t]o amalgamate social and enterprise is then problematic. Legitimising the union 
of the terms suggests the narrative in the literature has moved toward one that if 
the business activities are a success in the market it will follow that the social aims 
will, in essence, take care of themselves” (Bull, 2008: 271).  
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Where, as is the case in the UK, policy initiatives are tied-up in a “strategy to 
encourage social enterprises to move away from grant dependency and toward 
self-financing” (DTI, 2002: 9), the economic component of the double bottom 
line naturally becomes prioritised, causing “tension between social and 
commercial activity” (Short et al, 2009: 172).  
Such an emphasis on “independence and self-sufficiency” (Wallace, 2005: 82) 
whilst coherent with a neo-liberal economic approach, failed to acknowledge the 
centrality of the “ideological orientations” (Spear, 2006: 408) of SEurs that very 
often underpin their desire “to solve local problems and maintain a local focus” 
(Smith and Stevens, 2010: 578).  
Thus, at the same time as the government spoke of social enterprise, it 
provides a conceptual definition that gave primacy to the business function: 
“social enterprises are businesses with primarily social or environmental 
objectives” (OTS, 2006: 4 emphasis added).  
This fundamental contradiction in the conceptualisation and articulation of SE 
by government, had potentially significant practical implications for practitioners 
trying to manage the policy demands of an economically rationalist (Dey and 
Steyaert, 2010; Ridley-Duff, 2007; Teasdale, 2011) approach to SE embodied 
in a ‘one size fits all’ approach, whilst nevertheless attempting to additionally 
create social value.  
By attempting to achieve the successful management of a double/triple bottom 
line, whilst simultaneously giving primacy to the economic sustainability of the 
organisation, SEs were sometimes forced into situations wherein they were 
obliged to “abandon less efficient practices that strengthen social capital, such 
as running a volunteer program” (Kerlin, 2006: 258).  
The potential impact of such constrained decision-making was underlined by 
Wallace (2005: title) who, discussing the “meaning(s) of sustainability for 
community based social entrepreneurs”, asserted that “social sustainability 
draws on the concept of social capital” (ibid.: 80) for its development and 
ongoing maintenance, thus highlighting the vital link between community-based 
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social capital accumulation and long-term sustainability for SEs – a link that was 
markedly absent from the ‘grand narrative’ of SEship. 
Related to the issue of (financial) sustainability and the political implications of 
the adoption of a rationalist, business management conception of SE within 
policy-making circles, was the widely-held contention that SEs were very often 
launched in response to “market failure and the inability of the state to fulfil its 
social responsibilities” (Chell, 2007: 4), thereby “reflect[ing their] tendency to 
enter less viable markets” (Diochon and Anderson, 2009: 15).  
Where SEs establish themselves for the benefit of socially and economically 
disadvantaged communities (Defourny and Nissens, 2008; Galera and Borzaga, 
2009; Spear and Bidet, 2005), thereby undertaking “complex, low-profit 
activities” (Haugh, 2005: 6) within “markets [that] do not do a good job of valuing 
social improvements” (Dees, 2003: 3) the practical implications of the (negative) 
impact on an SE’s ability to create ongoing financial organisational sustainability 
are potentially significant (Seanor and Meaton, 2008). 
However, governmental approaches to the assessment of the causes of “the 
difficulties faced by social entrepreneurs” (OTS, 2006: 42) tended not to be 
framed in terms of the tensions caused by attempting to attain financial 
sustainability and autonomy, whilst simultaneously meeting a double/triple 
bottom line through trading activities undertaken within the context of an 
environment suffering from significant economic and social deprivation, but 
rather in the simplistic market-based terms of either market failure, or of an 
overly-‘efficient’ market:    
“[t]he challenge is to try to understand whether the difficulties faced by social 
enterprises are a result of market failures or the product of an efficient market that 
tends to value financial over social return” (ibid.). 
Thus, when SEs located in deprived communities were pushed to prioritise 
financial outputs through consistently “working to increase traded income” DTI, 
2002: 13), whilst simultaneously attempting to effect social change (Martin and 
Osberg, 2007; Perrini et al, 2010; Ridley-Duff, 2007), the competing demands 
were likely to provoke the conclusion that “aiming for 100% trading element was 
unrealistic and likely to be achievable only at the expense of not meeting the 
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needs of disadvantaged groups” (Wallace, 2005: 83). Indeed, where ongoing 
financial independence was consistently prioritised as a management outcome, 
SEs were found to have to make some stark choices based upon the reality that  
“the most financially sustainable option might be to deliver only modest social 
outcomes” (Thompson, 2008: 157).  
In this way, where governmental rhetoric posits that SEs exist both to “create 
real opportunities for the people working in them and the communities that they 
serve” (DTI 2002: 5), in addition to providing “a key component in the process of 
modernising and reforming our public services” (DTI 2002: 6), whilst the reality 
of the enactment of those policies compels even some SEs to reduce their 
social service provision, it stands to reason that the mismatch between rhetoric 
and policy implementation should be investigated and if necessary addressed.   
3.8 Critical scholarship in SE and SEship: emergent themes 
“[M]uch of what is said and known about social entrepreneurship is mythological in 
the sense that it is perceived as true rather than effectively being true” (Dey and 
Steyaert, 2012: 93). 
As a result of many of the issues discussed previously within the general SE 
and SEship literature review, a critical stream of literature began to emerge 
(Christie and Honig, 2006; Choi and Majumdar, 2014; Nicholls and Cho, 2006; 
Peredo and McClean, 2006), which aimed to both “assess different 
perspectives” (Bull, 2008: 269), and challenge “the taken for granted ways of 
thinking of social enterprise” (Seanor et al, 2007: 12), as a means of mitigating 
against the relentless “euphoria and optimism” (Bull 2008: 268) of the ‘grand 
narrative’ of SEship.  
An extensive review of the critical SE and SEship stream of literature revealed 
that whilst some of the themes reflected the problematic areas identified within 
the general SE and SEship literature, the justification for the focus on specific 
emergent key themes was rather different, and premised upon a desire to 
challenge the status quo through the application of “a skeptical orientation to the 
ideology of entrepreneurship” (Dey and Steyaert, 2006: 34). 
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 Critical approaches to SEship scholarship 
Critical scholarship in SE and SEship research (Ziegler, 2009) has increasingly 
called for the adoption of social constructivist paradigms and attendant 
methodologies in SE research (Chell, 2007; Jones et al, 2008; Parkinson, 2005; 
Rotheroe and Miller, 2008; Rotheroe and Richards, 2007), in order to facilitate 
the revelation of the “power relations of role, identity and practice” (WISE, 2006: 
54-55) within SE activity. 
The contention made by Wells et al (2010: 35) that “issues of power cannot be 
understood in isolation from contextual, structural and socio-economic factors” 
fits well with both the notion of the social construction (Grimes, 2010; Lehner 
and Kansikas, 2012) and enactment (Corner and Ho, 2010; Gawell, 2013) of SE 
and SEship, and the fundamental purpose of social constructivist 
methodologies, which serve to “emphasize the relationality between people and 
their context” (Diochon and Anderson, 2011: 99; Parker and Howorth, 2008). 
Exploring the manifestations of power within discourses by applying the tenets 
of critical discourse analysis (Pӓrenson, 2011; Parkinson, 2005; Zografos, 
2007) has allowed SE scholars to question the validity and purpose of the “aura 
of strong celebrity and ‘brand’ image [of] social entrepreneurship both at the 
societal and individual levels” (Dacin et al, 2011: 1209), the “uncritical promotion 
of the instrumental gospel of market speak” (Humphries and Grant, 2005: 48) 
within SE and SEship discourses, and the “emotional engineering of the term 
social entrepreneurship [that] has, despite its rather young pedigree, already 
been remarkably solidified and naturalized” (Dey and Steyaert, 2006: 7).  
Further, it serves to remind scholars to “pay close attention to the persuasive 
uses of the terms [associated with SE and SEship], as well as to their practical 
implications [as]…contested, value-laden labels that can be used to reference a 
wide variety of interests, motives, activities, and outcomes” (Roper and Cheney, 
2005: 103), and to be aware of the particular effects of the construction of SE in 
terms of a “managerially defined rhetoric of enterprise [that] is used to promote 
efficiency, business discipline and financial independence” (Parkinson and 
Howorth, 2008: 285). 
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Finally, it answers the call “to imbue entrepreneurship theory with practitioner 
knowledge and understanding” (Chell, 2007: 7), and allows practitioners’ 
experientially based sense-making to be fore-fronted, thus “captur[ing] the 
voices of those most often assumed to be the object of, rather than a subject in 
the production of, the discourse of which they form the centre” (Parkinson and 
Howorth, 2008: 305). Critical approaches then, offer researchers the means by 
which to achieve “a better understanding [of SE and SEship, through…] 
critically (and empathetically) challenging taken for granted ways of thinking” 
(Seanor et al, 2011: 12). 
 Definitional debate  
There does not (yet) exist a widely agreed-upon definition for either SE (GLA, 
2007; Grant, 2008; Shaw and Carter, 2007; Swanson and Zhang, 2012), or 
SEship (Jiao, 2011; Nicholls, 2008; Smith and Stevens, 2010; Zahra et al, 
2009), which situation has been judged within the wider SE/SEship academic 
community as having “ma[de] it difficult for scholars to build upon and contribute 
to an emerging stream of knowledge” (Desa, 2007: 20), and thus to have 
“frustrate[d] efforts to produce a comprehensive understanding” (Shaw and 
Carter, 2007: 419) of the phenomena (Dacin et al, 2011).  
With SEship having been described as “an immense tent into which all manner 
of socially beneficial activities fit” (Martin and Osberg, 2007: 30), SE 
encompassing “a bewildering array of definitions” (Teasdale, 2012: 99), and the 
third sector - within which SE and SEship are conceptually located (Cabinet 
Office, 2007b; Carmel and Harlock, 2008; WISE, 2006) - referred to as a “loose 
and baggy monster” (Kendall and Knapp, 1995), it is little wonder that there 
remains no definitional consensus (Chell, 2007; Diochon and Anderson, 2011).  
In addition to the problems posed to the development of a coherent body of 
research by the lack of a widely-accepted definition of SE and SEship, critical 
scholars have identified related issues that add to the ongoing confusion. These 
include the use of the terms SE and SEship synonymously and interchangeably 
(Galera and Borzaga, 2009), the fact of “different commentators using the same 
term to refer to different organisational types” (Teasdale 2010: 92; Shaw and 
Carter, 2007), an acknowledgement that “[d]isagreements persist about the 
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domain of entrepreneurship and adding the value-laden prefix “social” further 
exacerbates this definitional debate” (Zahra et al, 2009: 520), and that the 
academic fixation with attempting to define SE and SEship has little relevance 
for “practitioners [who consider that] there is little merit in attempting to write an 
accurate definition” (Jones and Keogh, 2006: 15; Grant and Dart, 2008). 
As discussed previously, it is generally agreed that ‘legitimacy’ (Dart, 2004) for 
SEs is earned through conformity to dominant discourses (Tracey et al, 2011), 
which are defined as “the legitimating strategies of the key actors who are 
driving the processes of paradigm building” (Nicholls, 2010: 612). However, the 
UK’s development of dominant discourses of SE premised on “market solutions, 
trading income and celebration of the visionary entrepreneur” (Ridley-Duff, 
2007: 385), have been critiqued for their tendency to “privilege one group of 
social enterprises over another” (Ridley-Duff and Southcombe, 2012: 178), 
which has resulted in the emergence of three further problematic outcomes, 
which are: 
“selection (i.e. a distinction between ‘this and not-this’), hierarchies (i.e. binary 
oppositions in which one term always governs the other) and censorship (i.e. 
mechanisms by which elite groups get to refuse to discuss, and label as 
uninteresting or vulgar, issues that are uncomfortable for them)” (Steyaert and Dey, 
2010: 240). 
Furthermore, the acknowledgement of the ‘spill-over’ effect on SE and SEship 
theory-building and research of the lack of definitional consensus within 
mainstream entrepreneurship (Certo and Miller, 2008; Zahra et al, 2009), as 
well as the recognition that many SEs do not define themselves as such in spite 
of meeting the discursive and definitional criteria (Grant and Dart, 2008; IFF, 
2005; Seanor and Meaton, 2007; Spear et al, 2009) has been identified as a 
potentially problematic area for contemporary SEship research. This is 
particularly so in regard to issues of diversity in SEship (Bridgstock et al, 2010; 
Humbert, 2012), where it has been found that whilst Black and Minority Ethnic 
(BAME) SEship occurs at a significantly higher rate than its White counterpart 
(Harding, 2006; Harding and Cowling, 2004), the BAME community continues to 
feel “a degree of suspicion between [itself] and the social enterprise movement 
and related policy agenda” (Sepulveda et al, 2010: 15). 
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 Diversity within SE and SEship  
Linked to the lack of definitional consensus (Shaw and Carter, 2007) outlined 
above, the diversity evident within the SE sector (Dart et al, 2010; Mason et al, 
2007; Ridley-Duff, 2007; Shaw and Carter, 2007) is becoming an issue of 
increasing concern amongst scholars wishing to challenge the homogeneous 
(heroic) portrayal of ‘successful’ SE and social entrepreneurs (Dacin et al, 2010; 
Meyskens et al, 2010; Short et al, 2009) evident in the dominant discourses 
(Bacq and Janssen, 2011).  
Fears have been expressed as to the isomorphic outcomes (and associated 
reduction in diversity) that could derive from the politically motivated discursive 
construction of the “rules” and associated “admiration of success” (Griffith, 
2012: 8) of SE, and both the assumptions underpinning, and veracity of, the 
“grand narrative” of SE (Dey and Steyaert: 85, 2010; Mauksch, 2012) have 
been called into question for their inherent reductionism in “downplay[ing] the 
agency of practitioners in constructing the meaning of social enterprise” 
(Teasdale, 2012: 107), and simultaneously presenting SE as an “ideal solution 
that does not need any counter-options” (Dey and Steyaert, 2012: 102). 
In recent years a small, but growing, body of work has begun to emerge within 
the SE and SEship literature that questions the absence of women-centred 
research (Humbert, 2012; Teasdale et al, 2011; Lyon and Humbert, 2013; 
McAdam and Treanor, 2011; Pines et al, 2012), as well as research exploring 
other diversity markers, in the face of significant evidence relating to the 
engagement with SEship of “groups of individuals not attracted to mainstream 
enterprise” (Shah, 2009: 108).  
Indeed, SEUK (2013: 42) reported that “close to half (48%) of BAME-led [SE] 
organisations are also women-led”, which two diversity markers were 
individually identified by Patricia Hewitt in 2003 as requiring specific research:  
“we need to deepen understanding of particular aspects of social enterprise to help 
more diverse businesses grow - those run by black and minority ethnic people, 
women, under- represented groups, those in rural communities” (DTI, 2003: 3).  
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Whilst there has been an acknowledged “lack of research undertaken on social 
enterprise activity within these [BAME] communities” (Sepulveda et al, 2010: 2), 
the political importance of the BAME SE sector was recognised in the 
publication of the 2008 Government Equalities Office document ‘Social 
enterprise: making it work for Black, Asian and Minority Ethnic Women’ (GEO, 
2008), and the 2009 Social Enterprise Coalition document ‘A strategy for the 
social enterprise movement to improve the engagement and support of Black 
Asian and Minority Ethnic (BAME) social enterprises’ (SEC, 2009).  
However, in spite of the fact of women’s, and BAME SE activity having been on 
the Labour government’s (1997-2010) policy agenda, and the existence of a 
plethora of evidence documenting the presence of significant women- and 
BAME-led SE activity in the UK (Harding 2007; Harding and Cowling, 20064; 
Harding and Harding, 2008), diversity in these areas of SE and SEship 
continues to remain woefully under-researched (Bridgstock et al, 2010; 
Humbert, 2012; Sepulveda et al, 2010).  
Other areas of SE activity in which organisational diversity can be seen include: 
the types of revenue streams used (Dees and Anderson, 2003; Grant, 2008; 
Haugh, 2005, 2007; Lane and Casile, 2011; Moizer and Tracey, 2010), the 
“size, structure and the sectors in which they operate” (Peattie and Morley, 
2008: 20; BoE, 2003; HoC, 2008; SEC, 2007; Shaw and Carter, 2007), the 
governance structures employed (Mason et al, 2007; Ridley-Duff, 2008; 
Zografos, 2007), and the level of profit distribution (Bacq and Janssen, 2011; 
Chell et al, 2010; Jones and Keogh, 2006; Spear and Bidet, 2005).  
In fact, SE organisational diversity is evident in the whole “mix of resources, 
goals and management cultures [which] makes them complex hybrid 
organizations” (Ohana and Meyer, 2010: 443). 
 ‘Success’ and social value creation  
The issue of ‘success’ in SE activity remains a highly contested and contentious 
subject, with “the definition of success [not being] clear or universally agreed 
upon” (Lane and Casile, 2011: 248), and the relationship between the what and 
how of value creation and its subsequent measurement, being acknowledged to 
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be largely dependent on the political agenda being served (Carmel and Harlock, 
2008; Diochon and Anderson, 2011; Griffith, 2012; Steyaert and Dey, 2010; 
Teasdale, 2010). 
The rhetoric surrounding of the ‘grand narrative’ of SE promotes a vision of 
success largely borrowed from mainstream entrepreneurship discourses, 
founded upon concepts of “enterprise, innovation, [and] competitiveness” (DTI, 
2002: 8). However, in the bid to create “a plot that promises improvement while 
radiating an aura of success” (Dey and Steyaert, 2010: 89), there exists a 
tendency to continuously recycle “the same examples of success” (Skoll 
Foundation, 2007: 22), which “become heralded as archetypal examples of this 
form of entrepreneurship to a broader public” (Dacin et al, 2011: 1209). 
The measurement of social outcomes, which ostensibly represent SEs’ main 
point of derivation from mainstream enterprises (Bacq and Janssen, 2011; 
Moss et al, 2011; Perrini et al, 2010), remains problematic (Bull, 2006; Swanson 
and Zhang, 2012) in spite of the development in recent years of a “new set of 
conceptual frames through which the richness of value creation can better be 
determined” (Nicholls, 2011: 122). 
Difficulties in terms of “when to measure, what to measure, and how to measure 
it” (Puttick and Ludlow, 2012: 4), alongside the acknowledged “time lag before 
performance will be affected in order to determine causation” (Ruebottom, 
2011: 177), and the costs associated with the often “burdensome” (Spreckley, 
2011: 54; Peattie and Morley, 2008) task of social outcome measurement has 
meant that SEs have tended to indentify “their own non-financial metrics of 
success based on mission, industry, and ideal impact” (Neck et al, 2009: 18), 
supported by “anecdotal evidence [which] is easier to collect and interpret” 
(Lane and Casile, 2011: 248). 
As noted by Neck et al (2009) previously, practitioner-centred research has 
demonstrated that the level of success perceived by SE managers is often 
directly correlated with organisational values and identity (Moss et al, 2011; 
Nicholls, 2011; Perrini et al, 2010; Seanor and Meaton, 2007; Westall, 2009), 
and local embeddedness/context (Mair, 2010; Peattie and Morley, 2008; Smith 
and Stevens, 2010), which demonstrates the conceptual and causal link for 
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practitioners between “values as morality…[and] the measurement of outcome 
value” (Westall, 2009: 5).  
In this way, SEs (and the SEurs who manage them) have been found to 
overwhelmingly reject the notion of “profit as the paramount measure of value 
and human activity” (Jones and Keogh, 2006: 15), which in turn suggests that 
“conceptualizations of success and performance among[st] people managing 
social enterprises…are radically different to those gleaned from a reading of the 
social entrepreneurship rhetoric” (Parkinson and Howorth, 2008: 286).  
The identified tensions and contradictions between rhetoric and reality relating 
to ‘success’ in SE and the links to the discursive construction of the same, 
represent interesting emergent themes worthy of further investigation. However, 
in so doing, it is essential to remain mindful of “the assumptions that underpin 
our measures of success […because in] creating these measures, we are 
defining what, and who are legitimate” (Ruebottom, 2011: 179; Bull, 2006).  
 Social entrepreneurial identity  
Critical SE scholars have increasingly focussed attention on the narrative 
construction of personal (social) entrepreneurial identity (Bjursell and Melin, 
2011; Hytti, 2003; Seanor and Meaton, 2007), as a means by which to access 
to new “understandings and meanings through language and discourse” (Bull, 
2008: 273) of SEship as an enacted process.  
The narrative construction of identity is a linguistic tool through which the 
individual shows themselves to be “similar to and different from others” (Seanor 
et al, 2011: 5), in what can be understood as a fluid, social exchange (Rae and 
Carswell, 2000; Rae, 2005):  
“identities are not created in the entrepreneur’s mind, nor externally by the society 
and its structure, but are constructed diagonally between entrepreneurs and others 
in everyday conversations and life” (Hytti, 2003: 22-23). 
The presence of the ongoing definitional debate in SE and SEship, alongside 
the documented fact of the existence of both SEs and SEurs demonstrating an 
unwillingness to ‘label’ themselves as such (Delta/IFF, 2010; Seanor and 
Meaton, 2007), makes the exploration of SEurial identity pertinent as a means 
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by which to discover new ‘understandings and meanings’ around the topics of 
SE and SEship.  
This is especially true of issues relating to the processional nature of the 
development of a SEurial identity (Muñoz, 2009; Jones et al, 2008) which may 
offer insight into motivating factors that influence engagement with SE, as 
“social entrepreneurs may see places for business where others do not 
because of their life and work experiences, beliefs, and attitudes” (Steinerowski 
et al, 2010: 5). Additionally, it provides a lens through which to explore 
practitioners’ understandings of, and relationships with, dominant discourses of 
SE/SEship (Dart, 2004; Dey, 2010; Humbert, 2012), and the “resistance to 
political narratives that…[may] arise in the face of asymmetrical power relations” 
(Mason, 2012: 126). 
Finally, a focus on identity formation can provide insight into SEurs’ construction 
of the organisational identity of their own SEs (Froggett and Chamberlayne, 
2004; Grimes, 2010; Moss et al, 2011) and the associated “intersection of 
personal and organisational social enterprise narratives” (Cornelius et al, 2008: 
366), with due consideration given to the documented fact that the major 
investment made by social entrepreneurs into their SEs tends to be based less 
on financial resources than it is on “personal credibility, framing and reputation 
effects” (Desa, 2007: 9).  
This in turn provides a means by which to explore the ways in which facets of 
those identities (and the discourses with which they are associated) are 
moderated and manipulated according to ‘audience’ being addressed 
(Teasdale, 2010a), and in this way, experiential knowledge of SE activity can be 
brought to the formation of theory (Seanor et al, 2011) based upon practitioners’ 
own “understanding of themselves, their identity, their beliefs, [and] their own 
meanings of issues that are going on around them” (Jones et al, 2008: 333).  
 Embeddedness of SE  
The emergence of SE in the UK was marked by the development of discourses 
of SE activity that reflected the prevailing political agenda of reductions to 
(some areas of) public spending (Cabinet Office, 2010; DiDomenico et al, 
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2009), the simultaneous achievement of ‘social justice’ for marginalised and 
disadvantaged individuals and communities (Bland, 2010; Cabinet Office, 2006; 
Griffith, 2012), within a wider rhetorical framework associated with “modernising 
and reforming our public services” (DTI, 2002: 6), and more specifically, the part 
that SEs could play in the delivery of public services (DTI, 2003; Cabinet Office, 
2006).  
To that end, SE rhetoric was initially heavily associated within discourses of 
social and economic community regeneration (DTI, 2002, 2003; Hewitt, 2002; 
HM Treasury, 1999; SITF, 2000), wherein a locally-embedded, community-
based conception (Shaw et al, 2002) allowed policy-makers to conclude that 
SEs “are often so close to their customers, they can also really help to add to 
local wealth creation” (DTI, 2003: 52).  
Indeed the conception of SEs as “community based…[and] established to 
address a specific local or community need” (DTI, 2002: 22) further meant that 
claims could be made about their ability to quickly identify, and respond to the 
needs of deprived communities (Haugh and Kitson, 2007; Leadbeater, 2007) in 
ways which apparently improved upon the “bureaucratic tendencies of statist 
social democracy” (Roy et al, 2013: 65) evident in public sector delivery of 
social services (Hostick-Boakye and Hothi, 2011; HM Government, 2011; 
McCray and Ward, 2009; Miller and Millar, 2011). 
The notion of embeddedness evident in the political discourses of SE related 
specifically to the geographical and local embeddedness often associated with 
concepts of community (Manfredi, 2005; Parkinson, 2005; Peredo and 
Chrisman, 2006; Thompson and Doherty, 2006), and sustainability (DTI, 2003; 
nef, 2005; Schieffer and Lessem, 2009; Weerwardena and Mort, 2006). As 
such, it represented one aspect – alongside social and discursive elements 
(Steyaert and Katz, 2004) – of the conceptualisation of (social) 
entrepreneurship as a socially constructed and contextually enacted process: 
“local communities serve as the context for social enterprise, from which social 
entrepreneurs emerge, but they comprise also the major beneficiaries, for whom 
many social enterprises are created, as well as the consumers and employees of 
these businesses and organisations” (Reid and Griffith, 2006: 3). 
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The mapping of the geographic location of SE activity has emerged as an issue 
of interest to both policy-makers and academics (BoE, 2003; DTI, 2004; Muñoz, 
2009; SEC, 2003; Smallbone et al, 2001), as connections have been sought 
between geographic location, levels of socio-economic deprivation, amount of 
SE activity (ECOTEC, 2003; IFF, 2005; Levie and Hart, 2011), the locality-
based influences upon emergence of SE clusters, and social innovation 
diffusion across geographic spaces (Cabinet Office, 2006; Mair and Martí, 2006; 
Short et al, 2009; Westall, 2007).  
The academic literature pertaining to the social embeddedness of SEurs and 
their SEs specifically has provided for diverse avenues of enquiry including: the 
call for research that explores the connection between embeddedness and 
social value creation (Dacin et al, 2011), the positing of a possible connection 
between “embeddedness and the important influence of community on women’s 
social entrepreneurial activity” (McAdam and Treanor, 2011: 5; Humbert, 2012), 
an investigation of the connection between opportunity recognition and the local 
embeddedness of SEurs (Carter and Shaw, 2007; Haugh, 2007; Mair, 2010), 
and the exploration of the potential implications of embeddedness on the 
development of SE activities in terms of access to resources and social 
innovation (Mair and Martí, 2006). 
The topic of the embeddedness of SEurs and their SEs is worthy of further 
investigation, as it has the potential to provide fresh insights into many areas of 
the SEurial process as outlined above, and draws connections with other 
emergent key themes such as those of gender (Humbert, 2012; McAdam and 
Treanor, 2011), ethnic identity (Sepulveda et al, 2010), and other aspects of 
diversity (Mair and Schoen, 2005).  
 Tensions managing a double/triple bottom line  
Whilst the ‘grand narrative’ of SE and SEship posits the unproblematic 
combination of economic and social outputs for SEship (Dey and Steyaert, 
2010; Teasdale, 2012), critical scholarship has increasingly questioned this 
representation, suggesting that SE can be better understood as “a combination 
of two concepts that do not naturally fit together and yet which seeks 
acceptance as common sense” (Roper and Cheney, 2005: 102).  
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Hjorth (2013: 37) proposed that the political construction of SE and SEship is 
underpinned by a belief that "formerly social problems, re-defined as economic, 
[can] become subject to managerial expertise and in this way be solved…[within 
which] framing, the social is weakened, and the economic (measurability and 
thus controllability) is strengthened”. 
Thus the tensions inherent in managing an enterprise attempting to create 
simultaneous social and economic value have been widely acknowledged both 
by SE scholars (Dees and Anderson, 2003; Haugh, 2005; Hostick-Boakye and 
Hothi, 2011; Hynes, 2009; Seanor et al, 2007; Scott and Teasdale, 2012), and 
by policy makers (BoE, 2003; Cabinet Office, 2006; DTI, 2002), and 
explorations of those tensions have shown that they manifest in a myriad of 
forms which include issues relating to: HR – specifically recruitment and 
retention of staff (Cabinet Office, 2002; Ohana and Meyer, 2010; Steinerowski 
et al, 2010), and managing paid and volunteer staff (Allinson et al, 2011; Peattie 
and Morley, 2008); the higher costs associated with meeting both economic and 
social goals (Cabinet Office, 2007b; BoE, 2003); business skills deficits 
(Smallbone et al, 2001; Hynes, 2009); the demands of managing diverse 
revenue streams (Frumkin and Keating, 2011; Weerawardena et al, 2010); the 
complexity of maintaining competitive advantage whilst retaining meaningful 
social outcomes (Moizer and Tracey, 2010); the risk of mission drift (Austin et 
al, 2006; Ko, 2012; Todres et al, 2006); the ability (or not) of the client/customer 
to pay (Westall, 2007); the attendant risk of failure for SEs operating for the 
benefit of poor communities (McBrearty, 2007); and the future implications for 
SEurs of association with a previous failed social venture (Dacin et al, 2010; 
Smith et al, 2012). 
The limitations in the SE literature highlighted by the critical SE scholarship can 
be seen to largely mirror those found in the feminist critique of mainstream 
entrepreneurship research, such that the critical SE literature has similarly 
called for a focus on, and critical evaluation of, “the paradigmatic assumptions” 
(Chell, 2007: 14) made by the adoption of specific theoretical positions 
(Blackburn and Kovalainen, 2009; Bull, 2008), alongside a recognition of the 
marginalisation of SE and SEship research within the Academy (Battle 
Anderson and Dees, 2006; Nicholls, 2010), and an awareness of the power 
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implications implicit in “the influence of resource rich providers as direct or 
indirect funders or as gatekeepers to case study materials, key social 
entrepreneurs, and other data sources” (Nicholls, 2010: 626). 
Additionally, it has been suggested that there is a need to develop theories that 
both “highlight the local embeddedness of social enterprises” (Shaw and Carter, 
2007: 427; Chell, 2007; DiDomenico et al, 2010; Smith and Stevens, 2010), and 
take account of the ‘non-traditional’ social value creation of SE that represents 
“the central criterion characterising social entrepreneurs[hip]” (Galera and 
Borgaza, 2009: 215; Austin et al, 2006; Kerlin, 2006; Mason et al, 2007; Perrini 
et al, 2010) 
The political effects of the “social construction of target populations” (Park and 
Wilding, 2013: 2) – in this case the SEur, and her/his associated SEurial identity 
– is important for two reasons: first, because of its effect on SEurial propensity 
which, as individuals seek “to be part of a particular group of similar others (i.e. 
the in-group) and distinctive from other groups (i.e. out-groups)” (de Clercq and 
Honig, 2011: 360), causes potential SEurs to evaluate their ‘fit’ with a particular 
SEurial identity construction as they assess the feasibility of their engagement 
with it (Dacin et al, 2011); and second, for the effect that it has on how SEship is 
enacted by the SEurs as they attempt to mimic archetypal forms of ‘successful’ 
SE delivery legitimised within the ‘grand narrative’ (Ruebottom, 2013), such that 
their SEs’: 
“goals and activities [become] congruent with broader societal norms, beliefs, and 
values” (Foreman and Whetton, 2002: 622). 
In summary then, critical scholarship has opened-up the field of SE and SEship 
to more nuanced investigation for the purpose of “critically (and empathetically) 
challenging the taken for granted ways of thinking of social enterprise” (Seanor 
et al, 2011: 12). By so doing, problematic issues have been (and continue to be) 
revealed (Dacin et al, 2010; Nicholls, 2010; Sepulveda et al, 2010), and the 
political implications of such issues for both practitioners, and the academic and 
policy communities, have been exposed (Ruebottom, 2013; Steyaert and Katz, 
2004; Teasdale et al, 2013). 
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3.9 SE and gender: the emergence of a feminist critique of SE research 
and theorising 
As discussed previously, the SE and SEship field of research is one that is 
deemed to be at the ‘nascent’ stage of its development (Dacin et al, 2011), and 
which currently lacks “rigorous, theory-driven empirical work that explores the 
distinctiveness of social ventures or that explains the motivations behind these 
distinctions” (Moss et al, 2011: 806). 
The reasons for this are various but include the fact that, like feminist 
scholarship, SE/SEship-focussed scholarship is similarly marginalised within the 
Academy (Bull, 2007; Connolly and Kelly, 2011; Jones et al, 2008), and that:   
“as an under-researched sector SE suffers from a tendency towards myth and 
assumption, and…an important role for future research is in challenging these” 
(Peattie and Morley, 2008: 56).  
As an academic discipline, SE research has as often been undertaken by social 
science departments as by business schools (Kerlin, 2006), which within the UK 
has been (at least partially) explained by the strictures imposed by the 
Research Excellence Framework (REF), which demands that academics seek 
to publish in ‘elite’ journals (for the purpose of both University rating, and career 
progression) and so:  
“acts to reinforce traditional disciplinary boundaries and push scholars to 
concentrate on the longest standing management journals with a strong ‘[REF] 
rating’” (Peattie and Morley, 2008: 101). 
As a result, and in spite of several prestigious business schools in the US 
(Harvard and Duke), and in the UK (Oxford) (Jiao, 2011; Nicholls, 2010) having 
opened specialist centres for SEship research, and indeed developed MBA 
courses in SEship (Seelos and Mair, 2004), it is nevertheless true that “social 
entrepreneurship remains elusive from mainstream management literature” 
(Desa, 2007: 1). 
As such, research-active academics in business schools are less likely to risk 
researching SE (rather than mainstream entrepreneurship) for the simple fact 
that whilst there exist several elite journals either specialising in, or regularly 
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publishing, work relating to (male-centred) mainstream entrepreneurship (de 
Bruin et al, 2006; Neergaard et al, 2011), there exist only two specialist 
SE/SEship journals, one of which is unranked and the other of which is ranked 
at one (out of four) stars according to the ABS (Association of Business 
Schools) ranking system (Granados et al, 2011). 
This situation mirrors the evidence presented in the feminist critique of 
mainstream entrepreneurship, whereby women academics are forced by the 
REF (or equivalent) and promotions criteria to side-line their work on women 
entrepreneurs in favour of mainstream, “academically ‘legitimate” research 
(Stevenson, 1990: 444). Thus, the constraints imposed upon both SE scholars 
and feminist scholars by institutionalised norms and expectations act as 
discursive practices which delegitimise research into SE/SEship and women’s 
entrepreneurship (Ahl, 2006). The cumulative disadvantage experienced by 
scholars specialising in women’s engagement with SE/SEship is therefore self-
evident, and is reflected by the paucity of research focussing on women’s 
SEship (Teasdale et al, 2011; Treanor and McAdam, 2011) in a situation 
excellently summarised by Humbert (2012: 10): 
“[w]hile there is a dearth of research into gender effects in the third sector, patterns 
of inequities present in the private sector may be largely replicated in the third 
sector, albeit on a smaller scale. The extent to which these patterns are similar, or 
different, remain critically under-researched […and] none of this work to date has 
been applied to social entrepreneurs”. 
In the very first article of the first-ever published volume of the Social Enterprise 
Journal, Helen Haugh (2005) proposed a focus for future research on the 
gender of SEurs, on the basis of evidence derived from the GEM studies that 
suggested that the number of women engaging in SE/SEship was significantly 
higher than for mainstream entrepreneurship (GEM 2004; 2006). However, in 
spite of this recommendation, very little research on women’s involvement with 
SE/SEship has been undertaken to date (Datta and Gailey, 2012; Humbert, 
2012; Lyon and Humbert, 2013; Teasdale et al, 2011), which omission risks 
replicating the development of masculine-gendered theory highlighted by the 
feminist critique of mainstream entrepreneurship research and theory-building 
(Treanor and McAdam, 2011). 
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At present, the feminist scholarly contribution to the emergent SE/SEship 
literature appears to have stalled at the point of the call for the inclusion of 
women-centred research however, whilst qualitative research on women SEurs 
and their SEurial activity remains almost non-existent (for a notable exception 
see: Datta and Gailey, 2012), it is likely that the same key themes that emerged 
from the feminist critique of mainstream entrepreneurship would be applicable 
to SEship and to women’s experiences within the SE sector. 
Where quantitative research on women SEurs in the UK exists, problematic 
issues identified include the fact that “women are still under-represented on 
boards when considered as a proportion of the population or the proportion of 
women’s employment in social enterprises” (Lyon and Humbert, 2013: 1; 
Teasdale et al, 2011), that women SEurs earn significantly less than their male 
counterparts (Estrin et al, 2014), and that diversity amongst SEurs still 
represents a problematic omission from contemporary SE/SEship theorising 
(McAdam and Treanor, 2011). Furthermore, other women-focussed quantitative 
studies have found, for example, that “women may be motivated to become 
social entrepreneurs by a desire to improve the socio-economic environment of 
the community in which they live and see social enterprise creation as an 
appropriate vehicle with which to address local problems” (Levie and Hart, 
2011: 200), and that women-run SEs do not ‘underperform’ compared to men-
run SEs, that women-run SEs are as (socially) innovative as their men-run 
counterparts, and that “perhaps due their specific sensitivity towards social 
needs, women social entrepreneurs are notable ‘lead innovators’ when it comes 
to social innovation” (Huysentruyt, 2014: 21). 
3.10 Conclusion 
As noted previously, the fact that SE and SEship are acknowledged to be 
under-researched fields makes it perhaps unsurprising that within an under-
developed research arena, there is a dearth of research relating to women’s 
(social) entrepreneurship – a marginalised topic even within mainstream 
entrepreneurship. However, there exists an increasingly vocal community of 
scholars within the SE/SEship community who have recognised the problematic 
nature of this omission, and who are consequently seeking to address it. This 
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desire is borne-out by, for example, the 2014 International Journal of Gender 
and Entrepreneurship (IJGE) call for papers for a Special Issue entitled 
‘Furthering a gendered understanding of social entrepreneurship’.  
However, whilst there is clearly both the desire and the will to gain a clearer 
understanding of the issue of gender as it relates to SE and SEship, until such 
gender-aware research is undertaken, and subsequently approved for 
publication, no new theory development in this area will be forthcoming. 
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Chapter Four: The conceptual framework of the study 
4.0 The development of the conceptual framework 
This section presents the themes, pertinent to the conceptual framework, and 
drawn from the feminist critique of mainstream entrepreneurship, and the social 
entrepreneurship literatures.  It demonstrates how the interconnections between 
the dimensions of gender and power are explored in this study. 
4.1 The feminist critique of entrepreneurship dimension 
As a body of critical scholarship, the feminist entrepreneurship literature serves 
two distinct, yet entwined purposes. The first of these is a revelatory, 
“consciousness raising” (Mavin et al, 2004: 294) function, whereby feminist 
scholars apply feminist theory coupled with a ‘gender lens’ approach 
(Achtenhagen and Welter, 2011; Bird and Brush, 2002; Brush et al, 2009) in 
order to the demonstrate the gendered nature of nominally ‘gender-neutral’ 
processes, institutions, and practices (Brush and Cooper, 2012; Mavin et al, 
2004; Tedmanson et al, 2012), and the discourses and discursive practices that 
constantly reinforce (and render invisible) gendered norms which perpetuate 
women’s subordination and disadvantage (Ahl, 2006; Ahl and Marlow, 2012; 
Zimmerman and Brouthers, 2012).  
The second, and complementary function of the feminist critique of 
entrepreneurship research, is to demonstrate the practical implications of the 
invisibility of institutionalised gender practices for women as both entrepreneurs 
(Ettl and Welter, 2010; Greene et al, 2003; Harrison and Mason, 2007; Lewis, 
2006), and research scholars (Ahl, 2006; Campbell, 2011; de Bruin et al, 2007; 
Stevenson, 1990), and to expose the limitations imposed upon 
entrepreneurship research output and knowledge development, of the 
continued dominance of traditional, ‘malestream’ approaches (Ahl and Nelson, 
2010; Foss, 2010; Gupta et al, 2009; Hart and Metcalfe, 2010).  
The six key themes derived themes from the feminist critique of mainstream 
entrepreneurship research were: 
 The limitations of traditional positivist methodologies (particularly for 
women-centred entrepreneurship research)  
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Traditional objectivist, positivist approaches have been widely critiqued for 
continuously reproducing and legitimising gendered norms (Brush et al, 2009; 
Limerick and O’Leary, 2006; Maxfield et al, 2010) that present women as ‘less 
suited’ to entrepreneurship than men (Ahl, 2006; Marlow, 2002; Ogbor, 2000), 
for their claim to represent the sole means by which ‘legitimate’ knowledge can 
be created (Hart and Metcalfe, 2010; Shaw, 2010; Stevenson, 1990), for their 
inability to capture the gendered experiences of entrepreneurs (Gupta et al, 
2009), and thus for their failure to provide a vehicle for the consideration of 
viewpoints that deviate from the conventional, androcentric norm of 
entrepreneurship (Ahl and Nelson, 2010; Foss, 2010; Lewis, 2006).  
The feminist response to these limitations has been to encourage the use of 
feminist theory coupled with a gender lens in research (Brush et al, 2009; 
Maxfield et al, 2010), to promote the application of ‘non-traditional’ 
methodological approaches (Gupta et al, 2009; Moore, 1990; Stevenson, 1990) 
that reflect the lived experiences of entrepreneurs (de Bruin et al, 2007; Foss, 
2010; Mirchandani, 1999), and to incorporate constant reflexivity into the 
research process in order to acknowledge both the political nature of knowledge 
creation (Ogbor, 2000; Parker, 2010), and the disruptive and transformative 
nature of critical scholarship (Limerick and O’Leary, 2006; Shaw, 2010).   
 The androcentricity of entrepreneurship and its associated discourses  
Entrepreneurship theory has historically been developed by male theorists 
through the study of male-only samples of entrepreneurs (Brush et al, 2009; 
Holmquist and Sundin, 1991), which has resulted in entrepreneurship being 
gendered to an unacknowledged masculine norm (Smith, 2010; Ogbor, 2000), 
which has in turn resulted in lower normative (social) support for women 
entrepreneurs (Baughn et al, 2006; Rodrígues and Santos, 2009; Shaw et al, 
2009). Wider discourses associated with entrepreneurship, for example, 
perceived core skills and competencies required, and most suitable personality 
characteristics etc., are also strongly gendered to a masculine norm (Ahl, 2006; 
Lockyer and George, 2012), creating psycho-social barriers to women’s 
engagement with entrepreneurship whereby women and girls fail to conceive of 
themselves as ‘fitting’ the socially constructed (masculine) entrepreneurial 
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identity (Fielden and Dawe, 2004; Leffler, 2012; Marlow et al, 2011; Wilson et 
al, 2009), and thereby lowering the (social) legitimacy of the women who do 
become entrepreneurs, as well as that of their businesses (Carter and Shaw, 
2006; Nelson et al, 2009). 
Feminist (and other critical) scholars contend that the creation and 
dissemination of critical scholarship “can help to reconstruct defunct patriarchal 
institutions and challenge flawed visions” (Shaw, 2010: 46), through its 
“toleran[ce] to ambiguity, diversity and pluralism” (Ogbor, 2000: 605). 
 The diversity of women entrepreneurs and their enterprises  
Traditional approaches (as discussed above) invariably present ‘women’ as an 
homogenous group (Mirchandani, 1999; Stevenson, 1990), which fails to 
recognise or acknowledge diversity in any form amongst and between women 
and their businesses (Engelstad and Gerrard, 2005; Lewis, 2006; Maxfield et al, 
2010). 
In order to capture the wide diversity amongst and between women 
entrepreneurs, feminist scholars have suggested the development of research 
projects that compare women with other women (rather than with men) (de 
Bruin et al, 2007; Maxfield et al, 2010), in order to capture the differences 
between groups of women entrepreneurs (Lewis, 2006; Mirchandani, 1999), the 
use of methodological approaches that allow women’s ‘voices’ to be heard 
(Foss, 2010; Gill and Ganesh, 2007), and the application of constructivist 
epistemologies that capture the socially constructed nature of reality (with 
specific reference to gender, entrepreneurship, and knowledge/truth) (Ahl, 
2006; Brush et al, 2009). 
 The embeddedness of entrepreneurship  
Feminist (and other critical) scholars have long argued the fact that 
entrepreneurship is a social constructed phenomenon (Anderson and Smith, 
2007; Brush et al, 2009; Campbell, 2011), shaped by the historical, social, 
cultural, political, geographical and economic environment in which it is enacted 
(Cardon et al, 2005; Goss, 2005a; Welter, 2011).  
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As such, feminist scholars contend that entrepreneurship cannot meaningfully 
be explored without due reference to, and a sociologically-informed 
understanding of, the contextual factors that affect both the entrepreneurs 
themselves, and the businesses that they run (Ahl, 2006; Carter and Shaw, 
2006; Ettl and Welter, 2010), with specific reference to gender as a social 
construct (Ahl and Nelson, 2010; Ely and Padavic, 2007; Wilson et al, 2007a). 
 ‘Success’ in entrepreneurship  
Traditional approaches to entrepreneurship research, informed by economic 
rationality, and objectivist epistemologies (Jayasinghe et al, 2006), have come 
to rely on measurable economic outputs as proxies for business ‘success’ (de 
Bruin et al, 2007; du Reitz and Henrekson, 2000). These approaches have 
been critiqued for their “apolitical and uncritical analyses of the nature of the 
relationship between the entrepreneur and her/his real world context” 
(Jayasinghe et al, 2008: 244), and their inability to capture the sociologically-
based (gender, class, race, disability, sexuality etc.) issues that may constrain 
or moderate entrepreneurial behaviours, and thus the outcomes achieved 
(Blackburn and Kovalainen, 2009; Brush et al, 2009; Constant, 2009; 
Mirchandani, 1999). Furthermore, without knowing (and considering in relation 
to data analysis) which aspects of an entrepreneur’s work output or 
life/achievement (s)he values most highly, and thus prioritises (Parker, 2010; 
Roomi et al, 2009; Winn, 2005), identified gender-based differences (which 
assume a masculine norm from which women deviate) are reduced to sex-
based, individual ‘preferences’ (Levie and Hart, 2011; Verheul et al, 2009), 
deemed to ‘prove’ women’s deviance from the unacknowledged masculine 
norm of entrepreneurial behaviour (Grunig, 2006; Nelson et al 2009). 
Building on the contention that institutionalised “gender practices seem 
unbiased in isolation, but typically reflect masculine values and the life 
situations of men who have dominated in the public domain of work” (Nelson et 
al, 2009: 60), feminist (and other critical) scholars have suggested that more 
holistic, qualitative, and subjective approaches to success measurement 
(Dalborg et al, 2012; Gill and Ganesh, 2007; Jayasinghe et al, 2007) would 
allow for gender-based (and other) structural constraints and their effects on 
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associated entrepreneurial decision-making, to be contextually assessed and 
analysed (Brush et al, 2009; Welter, 2011), thereby countering the effect of 
gender-blindness (Bruni et al, 2004; Mavin et al, 2004), and revealing the often 
hidden cumulative effect of structural constraints on women entrepreneurs 
(Essers and Benschop, 2009; Foss, 2010; Marlow et al, 2011).     
 Attitudes to entrepreneurship (as fluid over time)  
Essentialist approaches to entrepreneurship research have routinely found 
(amongst other things) that women are more ‘risk averse’ than men (Marlow et 
al, 2011; Maxfield et al, 2009), that they tend not to possess the same values as 
entrepreneurial men (Carter et al, 2001; Greene et al, 2003), and that when 
they do establish enterprises, they do not seek growth in the same way as men 
(Brindley, 2005; Zimmerman and Brouthers, 2012).  
Such findings demonstrate the gender-blindness associated with sex-difference 
research, and the lack of nuance offered by such simplistic analyses (Nelson, 
2010; Marlow, 2002; Shaw et al, 2009). As such, they conceive of women 
entrepreneurs as a failing (in comparison to men) homogenous group (Carter, 
1989; Carter et al, 2001), whose relationship with entrepreneurship is static and 
unidimensional (Mirchandani, 1999; Stevenson, 1990), rather than being one of 
continuous evolution (Bjursell and Melin, 2011; Hytti, 2005; Williams, 2009), 
constrained or enabled by the temporal and environmental context in which 
each woman lives (Brindley, 2005; Winn, 2005). This in turn serves to reinforce 
negative stereotypes of women as entrepreneurs (Gupta et al, 2009; Zalevski 
and Swiszczowski, 2009), continuously “producing and reproducing a 
hegemonic sense of reality” (da Costa and Saraiva, 2012: 590).  
The feminist critique has therefore suggested that by approaching 
entrepreneurship research with a gender lens, women’s relationship with 
entrepreneurship can be explored and assessed within a life-time context (Ahl 
and Marlow, 2012; Hughes et al, 2012), which “provides a framework for 
understanding differences among women entrepreneurs” (Gunnerud, 1997: 
267), that the gender subtexts applied to women entrepreneurs such that “a 
boundary [is drawn] between the public and private (assuming different logics of 
action in each domain and splitting the woman’s life in two non-communicating 
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domains), and…women [are] represent[ed] only in relation to the reproductive 
life-cycle” (Bruni et al, 2004a) can be revealed and challenged, and that the 
effects of the ebb and flow of the gendered constraints on women’s 
entrepreneurial intentions and activities can be better understood and theorised 
(Brush et al, 2009; Jennings and McDougald, 2007; Mirchandani, 1999). 
In addition to the above key emergent themes from the feminist critique of 
traditional entrepreneurship research, there emerged clear links between the 
component parts of the critique as demonstrated in Figure 4.1 below. 
 
 
Figure 4.1: The feminist critique of entrepreneurship dimension 
Every aspect of the feminist critique is informed by an understanding of gender 
“as a socially constructed articulation of biological sex which creates, sustains 
and embeds as normal, female subordination” (Ahl and Marlow, 2012: 556). As 
such, the “unequal power relations” (Benschop and Verloo, 2006: 21) inherent 
in the social constructions of gender (and other lines of ‘difference’ e.g. class, 
race etc.) are made central to the collection and analysis of data by feminist 
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scholars (Bourne, 2010; Chowdhry and Nair, 2002; Hartmann, 1976; Jacques, 
1992; Mirchandani, 1999).  
In this way, the reality of women’s day-to-day lived experiences within 
“patriarchal system[s] of social organisation” (Andersen 1993: 334) are fore-
fronted, which itself provides a methodological means by which “to climb the 
often insurmountable boundaries and barriers between us, ‘others’ and the 
‘other’, encouraging a fresh, and no less valid or ‘real’, perspective on the lived 
experience of individuals who otherwise do not get heard” (Imas et al, 2012: 
569). 
Additionally, by making the experiences of “subjects who are marginalised and 
underprivileged” (Foss, 2010: 85) central to the research process, the manifold 
gender-based social sanctions that both moderate and constrain women’s 
behaviours (Dick and Hyde, 2006; Gupta et al, 2009; Heilman, 2001; Winn, 
2005) can be revealed, explored, and brought to bear on data analysis and 
subsequent theorising (Achtenhagen and Welter, 2011; Bird and Brush, 2002; 
Nelson et al, 2009). 
Approaching entrepreneurship as a socially constructed and thus socially 
embedded process (Bjursell and Melin, 2011; Bourne, 2010; Brush et al, 2009; 
Díaz García and Carter, 2009) allows feminist scholars to explore the inter-
relations and interactions of different aspects of women’s lives upon their 
entrepreneurial experiences as outlined in Figure 4.1 above. In this way, 
entrepreneurship is acknowledged to “no longer [be] reducible to positivist and 
prescriptive formulae but is recognized for its uniqueness, its fluidity and the 
poignant human interplay essential to its enactment” (Campbell, 2011: 40).  
The recognition of the importance to the entrepreneurial experience of the 
‘interplay’ between entrepreneurs, the environments in which they live and 
work, and the people and institutions with whom/which they interact – named by 
Calás et al (2009: 564) as the “social dynamics of entrepreneurship” – is 
fundamental to the aim of critical scholarship in “bringing forth a relativised 
critical empiricism, yet recognizing that there is no knowledge, empirical fact, 
logical argument or formal principle that is a priori certain” (Ogbor, 2000: 631). 
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Thus, the links between the individual emergent issues from the feminist critique 
of entrepreneurship research, in terms of both gender-blindness, and social 
embeddedness, become sites for the revelation of previously ‘unseen’ or 
‘hidden’ knowledge (Bendl, 2008; Calás et al, 2009; da Costa and Saraiva, 
2012; Limerick and O’Leary, 2006; Ogbor, 2000; Welter, 2011), and allow 
researchers to purposefully examine the “blind spots and weaknesses in our 
understandings of [wider] organisational functioning” (Martin, 2000: 215), and of 
“entrepreneurship as intensely social activity, embedded in local cultures, 
ethnicity, and gender” (Downing, 2005: 198).  
4.2 The social entrepreneurship dimension 
As discussed in detail in the previous chapter, the critical SE/SEship literature 
revealed seven key themes of contention, which are summarised briefly below:  
The call for the adoption of critical approaches to SEship scholarship which 
identically to the feminist critique of mainstream entrepreneurship, calls for the 
application of social constructivist epistemologies (Diochon and Anderson, 
2011; Grimes, 2010; Lehner and Kansikas, 2012; Parker and Howorth, 2008) 
and an increase in the use of qualitative methodologies (Chell, 2007; Jones et 
al, 2008; Parkinson, 2005; Rotheroe and Miller, 2008; Rotheroe and Richards, 
2007) as a means by which to explore manifestations of power (Wells et al, 
2010), and to “challenge taken for granted ways of thinking” within SEship 
research (Seanor et al, 2011: 12). 
The definitional debate, which centred on the lack of agreed-upon definition of 
either SE or SEship, an attendant questioning of the value - to academics, 
practitioners, and other stakeholders - of the continued search for consensual 
definitional agreement (Dart et al, 2010; Grant and Dart, 2008; Jones and 
Keogh, 2006a; Neck et al, 2009; Skoll, 2008), and an emergent critical 
evaluation of whose particular interests would be served by such an outcome 
(Dey and Steyaert, 2010; Lyon and Sepulveda, 2009; Peattie and Morley, 2008; 
Teasdale, 2012).  
The issue of diversity within SE and SEship, which sought to challenge both the 
prescriptive nature of the narration of SE and SEship by “key paradigm-building 
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actors” (Nicholls, 2010), and the lack of theory-building based on data derived 
from socially subordinated groups engaging in SEship – for example, women 
and BAME individuals (Humbert, 2012; Lyon and Humbert, 2013; McAdam and 
Treanor, 2011; Pines et al, 2012; Shah, 2009; Teasdale et al, 2011).  
The notions of ‘success’ and social value creation as contested and politically-
charged terms (Carmel and Harlock, 2008; Diochon and Anderson, 2011; 
Griffith, 2012; Steyaert and Dey, 2010; Teasdale, 2010), which are often 
premised upon little more than the continuous recycling of the same stories of 
success (Skoll Foundation, 2007), which “become heralded as archetypal 
examples of this form of entrepreneurship” (Dacin et al, 2011: 1209). Critical 
SE/SEship scholarship therefore seeks to challenge both the veracity of the 
creation of the idea(l) of SE and SEship by ‘key paradigm-building actors’ 
(Nicholls, 2010), as well as the ways in which such constructions delineate the 
boundaries of ‘success’ in SE/SEship, and therefore legitimise (and 
delegitimise) certain forms of achievement (Bull, 2006 ; Parkinson and Howorth, 
2008; Ruebottom, 2011). 
The construction of SEurial identity as a means of exploring practitioner 
understandings and conceptualisations of SE and SEship, in orderl “to imbue 
entrepreneurship theory with practitioner knowledge and understanding” (Chell, 
2007: 7), which fore-fronts practitioners’ experientially based sense-making, 
thus “captur[ing] the voices of those most often assumed to be the object of, 
rather than a subject in the production of, the discourse of which they form the 
centre” (Parkinson and Howorth, 2008: 305). In addition, the exploration of 
SEurial identity formation as a process (Muñoz, 2009; Jones et al, 2008) 
provides a vehicle for the investigation of the “intersection of personal and 
organisational social enterprise narratives” (Cornelius et al, 2008: 366), through 
which the influences and interrelations of practitioners’ “understanding of 
themselves, their identity, their beliefs, [and] their own meanings of issues that 
are going on around them” (Jones et al, 2008: 333) can be explored in relation 
to the SEs that they establish. 
The embeddedness of SE as a means by which to explore the veracity of 
dominant discourses of the community embeddedness of SEs (Manfredi, 2005; 
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Parkinson, 2005; Peredo and Chrisman, 2006; Thompson and Doherty, 2006), 
the social geography of SEs in terms of location and attendant level(s) of socio-
economic deprivation (ECOTEC, 2003; IFF, 2005; Levie and Hart, 2011), the 
locality-based influences upon emergence of SE clusters, and social innovation 
diffusion across geographic spaces (Cabinet Office, 2006; Mair and Martí, 2006; 
Short et al, 2009; Westall, 2007), and the relationship between embeddedness 
and social value creation (Dacin et al, 2011) with particular reference to its 
interaction of “embeddedness and the important influence of community on 
women’s social entrepreneurial activity” (McAdam and Treanor, 2011: 5; 
Humbert, 2012; Levie and Hart, 2011). 
The tensions managing a double/triple bottom line which issue seeks to 
challenge the presentation by ‘key paradigm-building actors’ (Nicholls, 2010) of 
the managerial complexity of working to simultaneous multiple bottom lines as 
largely unproblematic (Bull, 2008; Roper and Cheney, 2005; Teasdale, 2011), 
and which further morphs social problems into economic ones which can 
thereby be ‘solved’ through the application of entrepreneurial and managerial 
approaches (Hjorth, 2013).   
 
Figure 4.2: The SEship dimension 
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4.3 The emergent conceptual framework 
When the SEship dimension is viewed side-by-side with the feminist critique of 
entrepreneurship dimension as demonstrated in the Conceptual Framework 
shown in Figure 4.3 on page 96, the similarities and parallels between the 
emergent themes of each are quite startling.  
Directly in common are issues relating to ‘diversity’, ‘success’, and 
‘embeddedness’, whilst topics with similar theoretical and thematic 
underpinnings include those of ‘attitudes to entrepreneurship’ and ‘social 
entrepreneurial identity’, the ‘limitations of positivism’ and the ‘critical 
approaches’, and the ‘androcentricity of entrepreneurship and associated 
discourses’ and the ‘definitional debate’.  
The nexus represented by the specific study of women’s experiences of SEship 
therefore lends itself perfectly to a medling of the two thematic streams 
represented by Figures 4.1 and 4.2 into a conceptual framework (Figure 4.3) 
that acknowledges both the theoretical and practical importance of the 
emergent issues from both the feminist critique and the critical SEship 
literatures.    
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Figure 4.3: The conceptual framework of the study 
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4.4 Conclusion 
The gender-aware nature of the work undertaken by feminist scholars is centred 
on the revelation of unequal power relations which, whilst not underpinned by 
feminist theory per se, represents the same concern of critical SE and SEship 
scholarship. As such, it is proposed that a gender-aware focus on issues of 
power, with particular reference to gendered experiences, and the effects of the 
control of legitimating discourses of SE/SEship by ‘resource-rich actors’ 
(Nicholls, 2010), should facilitate the countering of the invisibility of women’s 
SEship within contemporary research, as well as its subsequent exclusion from 
the extant theorising of SE and SEship.  
Furthermore, as discussed and evidenced in both the feminist critique and the 
critical SEship literature, a social constructivist approach provides an ideal 
framework within which to explore women’s experiences of (social) 
entrepreneurship (Ahl, 2007; Foss, 2010) as socially constructed and 
embedded activities (Bourne, 2010; Brush et al, 2009), whilst a focus on 
practitioner-derived meanings and understandings of SE and SEship provides a 
robust method by which to make central the “agency of practitioners in 
constructing the meaning of social enterprise” (Teasdale, 2012: 107), and the 
conceptual and causal links that they perceive between between their life 
experiences and subsequent SEurial activities, and  their “values as 
morality…[and] the measurement of outcome value” (Westall, 2009: 5).
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Chapter Five: Methodology 
5.0 Introduction  
The application of a feminist epistemology and methodology in the study was 
theoretically underpinned by feminist scholarship, and provided a framework 
upon which to both design and deliver the study, and to undertake the 
subsequent analysis of the data derived from the interviews with the women 
SEurs.  
As such, the adopted approach sought to develop gender-contextualised SE 
theory (Harding, 2004; Haugh, 2005; McAdam and Treanor, 2011) through a 
focus on women as research subjects whose knowledge and experiences 
would be normalised and legitimised (Ahl, 2006; Shaw, 2010; Stevenson, 1990) 
through their inclusion - as expert practitioners - in the process of the co-
creation of new SE knowledge and theorising. 
This chapter is presented in three parts, the first comprising an overview of the 
ontological and epistemological position adopted alongside a discussion of the 
wider research approach, which is organised thematically as follows: a 
presentation of the feminist philosophy underpinning the study, a reflexive 
discussion of my positioning as researcher, an account of how the women 
participants were given voice within the study, and an explanation and 
justification of the adoption of Low and McMillan’s (1988) framework for 
research, alongside a brief description of how each of their six research 
specifications was met.     
The second part of the chapter provides information regarding the data 
gathering process, and is arranged as follows: Sampling, which comprises the 
sample design, a discussion of the ethical procedures followed, and a 
description of the selection criteria used for both key informants (KIs) and the 
women social entrepreneurs (WSEs); Data Gathering (phase one), which 
covers the pilot study process, the practical and methodological lessons 
learned, including a discussion of the advantages and disadvantages of 
conducting interviews in various spaces (specifically a café environment, and 
the workplace), and a discussion of the methodological implications of adopting 
Skype as the preferred data gathering tool; and Data Gathering (phase two) 
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which provides a brief explanation of the way in which the second phase was 
carried out, outlines the research tools employed in the development of the 
revised interview guide, and presents the research interview guide employed in 
the study.  
The third and final section, entitled Qualitative Data Analysis Techniques, 
elucidates the specific data analysis techniques employed in the analysis of the 
emergent interview-derived data, and concludes with a discussion and 
justification of the methodological approach adopted for the study.  
5.1 Philosophical foundations: feminist scholarship, contested 
knowledge, and feminist-informed research  
Feminist entrepreneurship scholarship works to challenge the androcentricity of 
mainstream, traditional entrepreneurship research and theorising (Ahl, 2006; 
Hurley, 1999), which excludes and devalues women’s contribution to both 
scholarship (de Bruin et al, 2007; Shaw, 2010), and economic development 
(Ferber and Nelson, 1993, 2003; Marlow et al, 2008), thereby constraining the 
development of new knowledge, based upon diverse examples of enacted 
entrepreneurial practice (Ogbor, 2000): 
The ‘monolithicism’ of traditional entrepreneurship scholarship is founded upon 
an ontological worldview that considers men to represent the norm from which 
women deviate (Carter and Shaw, 2006; Marlow, 2002), and which 
simultaneously considers women and men to be essentially different (Ahl, 2006; 
Engelstad and Gerrard, 2005).  
It is unsurprising then, that where traditional entrepreneurship research has 
belatedly included women as research subjects (Mirchandani, 1999; Moore, 
1990) the assumption of sex-difference based on biological sex, has provided a 
framework for the continuing exploration and analysis of differences as opposed 
to similarities between women’s and men’s entrepreneurial experiences (de 
Bruin et al, 2007; Ely and Padavic, 2007), resulting in output within which 
“authors are primarily concerned with documenting possible differences…[and] 
less concerned with what causes these patterns” (Foss, 2010: 87). 
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This divisive approach, which remains in widespread use across many 
disciplines (O’Donnell et al, 2004; Tadros, 2010; Cohn et al, 2004), has been 
critiqued by feminist scholars (Gunnerud, 1997; Limerick and O’Leary, 206) who 
have derisively termed it ‘add women and stir’ (McDowell, 1993) on account of 
its conflation of the terms ‘sex’ and ‘gender’ which are used interchangeably 
and synonymously (Ahl and Nelson, 2010; Harrison and Mason, 2007), in 
research wherein sex is “used as a control or as a proxy for variables based on 
notions of gender that have been conceptually linked to sex, which restricts the 
usefulness of the research findings” (Powell and Greenhaus, 2010: 153). 
The effect within entrepreneurship of the positioning of women and men in a 
hierarchical binary opposition to one another (Engelstad and Gerrard, 2005) has 
been the emergence of a dominant discourse wherein “entrepreneurship is 
typically seen as a masculine field” (Gupta et al, 2009: 409), within which 
entrepreneurial success rests upon a clearly masculine and “elitist notion of 
entrepreneurs as the chosen few, as mythic, Herculian figures” (Smith, 2010: 
29).  
Feminist scholars posit that such essentialist constructions have created 
“discursive practices” (Ahl, 2006: 596) that continually reinforce and reproduce 
gendered stereotypes of entrepreneuship to the detriment of women (Ahl and 
Nelson, 2010; Foss, 2010), which results in both lower normative support 
(Baughn et al, 2006; Langowitz and Minitti, 2007), and less social credibility and 
legitimacy for women’s entrepreneurship (Rouse and Kitching, 2006; Marlow et 
al, 2008).  
In response, calls for contextualised research into women’s entrepreneurship 
seek to reveal the effects of gender on women’s engagement with, and 
enactment of entrepreneurship (Ahl and Marlow, 2012; Brush et al, 2009; 
DeTienne and Chandler, 2007), whilst simultaneously building and developing 
theory that reflects the problematic themes highlighted by the feminist critique of 
traditional entrepreneurship research (Ahl, 2006; Ashe and Treanor, 2011; 
Fleck et al, 2011), for example:  
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 the “consequences of adapting theories of entrepreneurship, developed 
through analyses of men’s lives, to the experiences of women” (Mirchandani, 
1999: 225),  
 “the notion that enterprise culture, entrepreneurship, business practices and 
business ownership are gender-neutral” (Lewis, 2006: 454),  
 the “fragmented, reductionist explanations” (Sinisalo and Komulainen, 2008: 
37) attendant upon “the assumptions of masculinity that underpin scientific 
research” (Bruni, 2004: 412),  
 the assumption “that entrepreneurs are animated solely by the pursuit of 
independence, freedom and profit-making” (Clarke and Holt, 2010: 69),  
 the failure to acknowledge “that the world is in constant evolution and that 
entrepreneurship itself is a socially constructed phenomenon” (Brush et al, 
2009: 16),  
 the assertion that “patriarchal capitalism [functions] not only as a gendered 
system but also as a class and racial system built on dynamics of domination 
and subordination” (Calás et al, 2009: 561),  
 and a failure to acknowledge the fact that the social and economic context 
within which women operate their businesses (Harrison and Mason, 2007) 
can all contribute to the so-called entrepreneurial “female underperformance 
hypothesis” (Du Rietz and Henrekson, 2000: 1), which renders invisible the 
masculine entrepreneurial archetype (Lewis, 2006; Roberts, 2010) that is 
unconstrained by the gendered expectations attendant upon being a woman 
entrepreneur (Shaw et al, 2009; Winn, 2005).   
Feminist entrepreneurship scholarship then, can be understood as contributing 
to the wider stream of political and critical scholarship which applies feminist 
theory to both the revelation and subsequent contestation of female 
subordination and oppression (du Bois et al, 1987). This in turn acts to maintain 
the “strong links between academic feminism and feminist activism” (Jackson 
2004: 76). 
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5.2 An enacted, gender-aware feminist approach to women-centred 
research 
The study adopts a social constructivist epistemological approach, broadly 
concerned with “how masculinity and femininity [are] constructed, and what 
effect this has in regard to gender/power relations” (Ahl, 2007: 680).  
In order to create a robust doctoral study with the capacity to capture, and 
incorporate themes elucidated above from both the feminist critique of 
traditional entrepreneurship research, and the nascent SE literature, the 
following feminist-theoretically informed foci were selected: 
 ‘Lens of gender’ approach wherein “[t]he focus on gender [is] pursued without 
the notion of an essentialist ‘woman’ at its core” (Mirchandani, 1999: 233)  
 Women-centred data gathering centred on investigations of women’s 
experiences of SEship, with a “commitment to prioritising women’s voice” 
(Mavin, 2006: 354) 
 A commitment to highlight the social and economic contribution of women 
SEurs in acknowledgment of the fact that “[d]espite the increase in research 
on social entrepreneurs in recent years, very little consideration has been 
given to the contribution that women make as social entrepreneurs” 
(Humbert, 2012: 3) 
 An exploration of women SEurs’ conceptions of ‘success’, as a contested 
term within the feminist critique of traditional entrepreneurship (de Bruin et al, 
2007; Gill and Ganesh, 2007), and as an outcome that for social enterprise 
incorporates a double, and sometimes triple, bottom line (Neck et al, 2009; 
Nga and Shamuganathan, 2010) 
 An investigation into the effect of life-stage on women social entrepreneurs’ 
experiences, recognising that some women must manage the demands of a 
“combination of social and economic responsibilities” (Verheul and Thurik, 
2001: 330), and that the often conflicting demands of such roles may change 
over time such that “depending on the stage of her life at which a woman 
starts a new venture, the various [gendered constraints] can have more or 
less influence on the entrepreneurial process” (Brush et al, 2009: 19) 
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 An examination of women SEurs’ construction of entrepreneurial identity 
within a gender-aware framework, taking account of the constraints relating 
to socially constructed gender norms (Ahl, 2006; Lewis, 2006) with particular 
reference to the traditional construction of the entrepreneur as the “rational, 
egotistical, self-centred...heroic, economic superman” (Goss, 2005: 206) 
 A focus on specific barriers and opportunities identified by women SEurs 
within a gender-aware framework as a means of assessing the gendered, 
social construction of entrepreneurship (Brush et al, 2009; de Bruin et al, 
2007), of institutions (Acker, 1992), and of women (Butler 1990), within a 
hierarchical, gendered social order (Purdie-Vaughns and Eibach, 2008; Syed 
and Ӧzbilgin, 2009) that “has proven to be incapable of thinking not-the-same 
without assigning one of the terms a positive value and the other, a negative” 
(Eisenstein and Jardine, 1988: xxv). 
5.3 Reflexivity in feminist research: an overview 
“What we come to know is shaped by the means by which we come to know it” 
(Hurd, 1998: 196). 
The process of reflexivity forms an integral component of feminist research 
practice (Hesse-Bieber, 2007), and is premised upon the achievement of critical 
awareness by researchers of “their working methods and the network of 
meanings and power that are tied to these” (Engelstad and Gerrard, 2005: 6) in 
acknowledgement of the fact that all forms of knowledge creation inevitably 
serve the interests of some and not others (Harding, 1991).  
By engaging in reflexive thought throughout the research process (Lewis, 2011) 
feminist researchers aim to move beyond the masculinist limitations of positivist 
methodologies (Oakley, 1981), which “require that research objects are 
abstract(ed) from context” (Engelstad and Gerrard, 2005: 3) in the name of 
scientific objectivity (Ahl and Marlow, 2012), and to create robust, rigorous 
research output that makes central the voices of subordinated individuals and 
wider groups (Verloo and Lombardo, 2007) occupying singular, or indeed 
multiple, marginalised identities (Hill Collins, 2000) within society. 
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Sue Wilkinson (1988: 494) suggested that the process of reflexivity could best 
be understood as comprising two separate, but inextricably linked aspects, 
those being ‘personal’, and ‘functional’ reflexivity. The first of these she 
described as relating to: 
“the researcher’s own identity: as an individual, a woman, and a feminist… 
[acknowledging that] her research is often an expression of personal interests and 
values (long denied within the positivist paradigm)” (ibid.: 494).  
Feminist researchers therefore seek “to make [their] position vis-a-vis research 
known rather than invisible” (Mattingly and Falconer-Al-Hindi, 1995: 428-429), 
and to continuously reflect upon their position within the research process as 
co-creators of knowledge (Lewis, 2011). Thus, ‘personal’ reflexivity can be 
understood to describe the process of “self-critical, sympathetic introspection 
and self-conscious analytical scrutiny of the self as researcher” (England, 1994: 
244). 
The second aspect – ‘functional’ reflexivity (Wilkinson, 1988: 494) – relates to 
the “continuous, critical examination of the practice/process of research to 
reveal its assumptions, values, and biases” (ibid.: 495). In the case of feminist 
research practice, ‘functional’ reflexivity has largely derived from feminist 
critiques of mainstream (malestream) research practice, including 
methodologies, and accompanying ontologies and epistemologies (Ogbor, 
2000), and serves to forefront the fact that because “practices of research 
occupy a privileged social position, it is incumbent on the critical researcher to 
correct the biases of dominant research by revealing to the broader research 
community the value of apparently marginal practices” (Calás et al, 2009: 561). 
Thus, the two aspects of reflexivity described by Wilkinson (1988) can be seen 
to come together at the nexus of personal politics, experience, and action, 
providing proof positive that “the topics one chooses to study (and also the 
theories and methods one utilises) are likely to derive from personal concerns” 
(ibid.: 494).  
For feminist researchers then, the epistemological belief in the subordination of 
women relative to men (Ahl and Marlow, 2012; Marlow and McAdam, 2012) 
leads to a focus on both women’s diverse and contextualised experiences of 
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subordination (Mirchandani, 1999) relating to the presence and management of 
multiple identities and personal subjectivities (Essers and Benschop, 2009; Hill 
Collins, 2000), in addition to the manifestations and mechanisms of such 
subordination (Ahl, 2006, 2007; Millen, 1997), as a means by which both to 
raise consciousness of and challenge the multiple inequalities associated with 
the maintenance of the hegemonic status quo (Maguire, 1996; Mavin et al, 
2004).  
In conclusion, the specific feminist-informed methods employed during the 
research design and implementation processes (Driscoll and McFarland, 1989) 
seek to minimise power imbalances within the researcher/researched 
relationship (Sprague, 2005), and attempt to facilitate the generation of gender 
aware situated knowledges (Haraway, 1988) that serve as a counterpoint to  the 
“overgeneralizing, universalizing claims” (Rose, 1997: 308) endemic in positivist 
approaches. Similarly, the data analysis process is undertaken mindful of the 
fact that any “analysis presented…is [acknowledged to be] one that has been 
selected, interpreted and shaped by the author” (Lewis, 2011: 8).  
5.3.1 Reflexivity within the study: situating the researcher 
“Self-reflexivity acknowledges the researcher’s role(s) in the construction of the 
research problem, the research setting, and research findings, and highlights the 
importance of researcher becoming consciously aware of these factors and 
thinking through the implications of these factors for her/his research.” (Pillow, 
2003: 179) 
This section will be presented in the first person as, in line with feminist 
reflexivity, ownership is taken of my subjective position as a woman researcher, 
relative to my feminist-informed research project. The use of the personal 
pronoun further stands as a refutation of the positivist claim to the need for 
emotional, psychological, and personal ‘distance’ (objectivity) from the research 
project, the research participants, and the research outcomes (Steyaert and 
Dey, 2010).  
As such, deliberately locating myself (my personal subjectivity) in relation to my 
research serves as a “challenge [to] the norm of objectivity that assumes that 
the subject and object of research can be separated from one another and that 
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personal and/or grounded experiences are unscientific” (Limerick and O’Leary, 
2006: 100).  
The research project was undertaken as a result of my desire to explore 
women’s experiences of SEship as a social and economic phenomenon from a 
feminist perspective as a direct result of my own, personal experiences: 
In 2008, having spent five years at home caring for my two young children, I 
had the opportunity to attend several (free) courses run by a local training 
provider, which sought to raise awareness within the local community of SE as 
a ‘new’ model of business for potential entrepreneurs. As a result of attending 
these courses, I began exploring an idea for a SE that would serve to fill a gap 
that I perceived in the provision of local services to mothers with young children 
– offering child-centred activities, alongside employment, education, and 
benefits advice sessions, and a family-friendly café. The potential opportunity 
that I had identified was based on my own experience of what I felt to be the 
consistent social and economic exclusion of stay-at-home mothers of pre-
school aged children, experienced in several markedly different contexts, those 
being a metropolitan area (London), a rural location (West Norfolk), and finally 
an urban environment (Norwich).  
I therefore embarked upon the PhD process as a white, privately educated, 
middle class, mid-30s, married, feminist, mother of two children, whose 
difficulties in negotiating the path to the establishment of a locally-based, 
women-focussed SE had fortuitously and unexpectedly provided me with the 
opportunity to undertake advanced post-graduate study. 
5.3.2 Reflexivity within the study: study design 
As a result of my own experiences in the world of SEship, I came to this 
research project with a desire to explore the nature of other women’s 
experiences of SE and SEship in the UK, as a means by which to ‘situate’ and 
contextualise my own experiences. 
I spent the first year of my PhD undertaking an extensive literature review, that 
revealed to me the androcentric bias in mainstream entrepreneurship research, 
including the preference of many top-tier business and entrepreneurship 
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journals for the use of quantitative methods (Gartner and Birley, 2002; 
Neergaard et al, 2011), the theoretical generalising of white, male-derived data 
to the general entrepreneurial population (de Bruin et al, 2007; Mirchandani, 
1999), and the attendant lack of inclusion of ‘alternative’ voices – for example 
those of women, and BAME entrepreneurs (Gill and Ganesh, 2007; Welter, 
2009). It also exposed me to the vocal and growing body of feminist critical 
literature on entrepreneurship (Ahl, 2006; Brush et al, 2009; Calás et al, 2009), 
and to other streams of critical scholarship, particularly within the emergent SE 
literature (Ziegler, 2009). 
5.3.3 Undertaking a feminist literature review: reflexivity in action 
During this period in my work, I was privileged to be able to deeply immerse 
myself in general feminist literature which provided me with the opportunity to 
develop my own burgeoning feminist identity. As a result of reading a raft of 
mostly second wave feminist thought, I found myself moving, on a personal 
political level, from a liberal feminist perspective to a more critical (radical) 
feminist stance. This experience made clear to me the ways in which as a white 
heterosexual-identified, married woman I benefitted from significant levels of 
social privilege, whilst simultaneously exposing the ways in which my liberal 
feminist-inspired egalitarian ideals of the nature of intimate relationships were 
sadly lacking in my own domestic situation. 
This revelation gave me insight into the processes by which women may feel 
‘compelled’ to deny the presence of inequalities in their lives as a result of 
having a vested interest in maintaining the status quo such that, as my own 
experience had shown me, inequalities are ignored/minimised/denied at a 
personal level in order to retain the social privileges of a heterosexual 
‘partnership’ – particularly where children are involved. In my own case, I was 
eventually able to see and understand my own ability to simultaneously have a 
feminist consciousness and knowledge of gender inequalities in all their various 
manifestations, whilst still assuming a subconscious strategy of gender 
blindness within my own home and relationship. 
These aspects of my personal reflexive journey had massive eventual 
ramifications for my own life, but allowed me to sympathetically and 
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experientially understand the social pressures that heterosexual-identified 
mothers face in adhering to the traditional gender roles and stereotypes that 
provide them and their children with social prestige in a male-dominated, 
hetero-normative world. Furthermore, it revealed the on-going, and problematic 
nature of the power deficit inherent in occupying a female body, whilst 
simultaneously attempting to negotiate power and prestige in male-normed 
professions and social spaces.  
The second part of my literature review, which ran simultaneously to the first, 
concerned an exploration of feminist academic scholarship. During this process 
I found myself compulsively drawn towards a social constructivist epistemology, 
with its “focus…on ongoing and context-specific social practices and on the 
relationships that are created through them” (Calás et al, 2009: 560). This 
approach resonated strongly with me as a means both of understanding and 
interpreting the politics inherent in social interaction, and in turn making sense 
of and critically evaluating my own and other women’s actions and experiences.  
Using social constructivism as a way in which to deconstruct the presence and 
nature of power within my own experiences opened my eyes to the ‘invisible’ 
political processes that underpin each and every manifestation of domination in 
society and social interaction, and helped me to see the individual and collective 
benefits reaped by members of dominant groups in their enactment of micro 
and macro subordinating actions. 
In this way, I was able to discern the complexity of the links between gender, 
gender stereotypes, gender performances, gendered discourses, and the 
subordination of women to men, and further to see the ways in which multiple 
and shifting levels of subordination serve to mask the patterns of domination 
enacted between and amongst groups of people in every day interactions. 
My attraction to feminist theory as a tool for exploring discourse and power was 
similarly experientially based, being heavily influenced by the time I spent as an 
undergraduate student of applied English language and linguistics. My degree 
had provided me with the opportunity to explore the inextricable links between 
language and power, and had, for the first time, exposed me to the linguistic 
and discursive construction of gender and gender-based power relations. For 
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those reasons, feminist theory struck me as a personally meaningful, as well as 
theoretically and politically robust way in which to bring together my interests in 
linguistics, gender, and SE. 
5.3.4 Reflexivity in the research design and delivery: power, social 
distance, and voice 
My decision to employ the use of semi-structured interviews as a means of data 
gathering, was made in order to facilitate the elicitation of “narrative data” 
(Mavin et al, 2004: 296) on the specific topics of interest and/or contention 
highlighted by the literature review process (Ettl and Welter, 2010). This method 
was selected premised upon the feminist contention that approaches that centre 
on “[t]he feminine voice, emphasize the need to speak with, and listen to, 
women's perspectives [in order] to direct political change” (Bird and Brush, 
2002: 45).  
By additionally choosing to interview only women participants, I sought to 
embed my feminist politics into my study design and delivery, and to make 
women’s experiences, voices, and stories the focal point of my work believing, 
as I do, that “learning from women is an antidote to centuries of ignoring 
women’s ideas altogether or having men speak for women” (Reinharz, 1992: 
19). 
My adoption of a social constructivist framework for the study meant that I was 
mindful of the potential for power disparities between myself (as the researcher) 
and the women participants (as the researched) within the interview process, 
which I sought to minimise by engaging in a reflexive process that led to the use 
of ‘mirroring’ techniques based upon the principles of neurolinguistic 
programming (NLP).  
The purpose of these verbal and physical ‘mirroring’ techniques (Clabby and 
O’Connor, 2004) was to both create rapport, and minimise social distance 
during the interviews and involved, for example, reflecting the body language 
and verbal tone of the individual participants by deliberately adopting similar 
body posture(s) and non-verbal signals as the interviewees, whilst 
simultaneously reflecting back their verbal tone and language-use (Walker, 
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2002). Thus, if a particular research participant adopted a very informal tone, for 
example, the use of swear words as a means of verbally ‘underlining’ issues of 
emotional and therefore psychological importance, then I too adopted that style 
of speech and verbal interaction. 
I was also mindful of the influence of context in the interview process, and so 
carried out all my interviews in the informal setting of the living room in my 
home. In this way, I hoped that the informality of the context in which the 
women participants ‘met’ me – which interaction represented a symbolic 
invitation into my home - would help the women to feel at ease, and would 
thereby facilitate the creation of an atmosphere more similar to an informal 
conversation between acquaintances with similar interests, than to an ‘interview’ 
per se.  
I also made a conscious decision to dress in casual clothes – jeans and a t-shirt 
– in place of formal business attire, and chose to have a hot beverage (pot of 
tea/cup of coffee) with me while I conversed with the women. Again, these 
elements were brought to the interview setting in order to intimate a ‘homely’ 
and informal environment for the interviews, and to minimise any perceived 
‘threat’ posed to the women by my role within the process, as an academic 
researcher. 
Finally, I considered the issue of social distance, which relates to “how much 
[the interviewer and interviewee] differ from each other on important social 
dimensions such as age or minority status” (Monette et al, 2014: 181). Whilst I 
had sought to represent BAME women SEurs in my sample, only one of the 
interviewees was non-white, and whilst several of the other interviewees were 
non-UK nationals, they were all nonetheless of European descent.  
As a result of the uniformity, in terms of ethnicity, of the research cohort, the 
issue of minority status was not very prevalent, However, the one BAME 
participant – a British Pakistani woman – did mention the dual issues of race 
and class during the course of her interview, explaining that in her opinion the 
barriers that she had faced in her life were less related to gender, and more to 
do with ethnicity and socio-economic background: 
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“I don’t think of my barriers as being the fact that I’m a woman, you know, I think 
about it as my past growing up on an [Council] estate, and about me being 
Pakistani, and I would actually say that in my experience of being in workplaces, 
and encountering barriers, that more often that comes down to class, not gender”.   
The non-British nationals – French, Canadian, Italian, Spanish, and Dutch - with 
whom I spoke all had sufficiently similar socio-economic, educational, cultural, 
and experiential backgrounds to my own to ensure that the social distance 
between us was minimal, and did not negatively impact upon the data gathering 
process. This situation was helped by my personal experience of the somewhat 
different cultural mores of continental Europe and the UK. 
With regard to the issue of age, my age at the time of interview – 35-36 years 
old – was extremely fortuitous for its ability to minimise age-related social 
distance between me and the research participants, who ranged from their mid-
20s to their mid-60s. Residing, as I did, in the middle of the full age range of the 
participants, meant that I was not so old as to be considered generationally 
removed from the younger participants, was a peer in terms of age with the 
majority of the participants (aged 35-44), and was old enough to be older than 
the adult children of the participants in the 55-64 age group. As a result, there 
was limited age-related social distance in our interactions, which facilitated the 
creation of a peer-to-peer atmosphere within which to conduct our interview-
based conversations. 
5.3.5 Feminist research and ‘voice’: reflexive approaches to power in the 
creation of new knowledge 
The issue of giving women ‘voice’ through feminist research is a core issue, and 
in the case of the feminist-informed research in entrepreneurship, the use of 
women-only samples has been proposed as a valid means by which to 
challenge and disrupt the hegemony of masculine discourses (Neergaard et al, 
2011).  
As such, feminist research serves to create space for the opinions, experiences, 
and beliefs of women to be both expressed, and heard (Bird and Brush, 2002; 
Harding, 1993; Stacey, 1988).   
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The practicalities, however, of giving voice to research participants have been 
subject to much debate amongst feminist researchers for a number of reasons. 
The first of these is the fact that in spite of the mediating function of reflexivity, 
the risk remains that the power differential between the researcher and the 
researched can nevertheless serve to reinforce paternalistic relationships 
(England, 1994), such that “the research relationship maintains a colonial 
relationship of one person with power, the researcher, who will then 
demonstrate humility and generosity toward the research subject” (Pillow, 2003: 
185).  
An associated problem relates to the possibility that cultural and experiential 
differences between the researcher and the researched may mean that “the 
listener may not ‘hear’ what is important to the narrator” (Reissman, 1987: 172). 
In such situations, the commonality of gender identity may not be sufficient to 
create a meaningful bridge between the situated experiences of different 
women, which can subsequently create significant barriers to both 
understanding, and the eventual representation, by the researcher, of the 
interviewee’s subjectivity and experiences (England, 1994).   
As discussed previously in relation to the British Pakistani woman SEur whom I 
interviewed the presence, or indeed perception, of an unbridgeable social 
distance between the researcher and the researched can lead the participant to 
decide not to elucidate on issues that are central to their subjective experience. 
Whilst such distances can occur centrally, where the social distance creates a 
barrier to meaningful communication and understanding, or peripherally, where 
it affects some but not all aspects of the communicative event, the result will 
nevertheless be the collection of ‘incomplete’ data. This in turn means that 
possibly central themes and issues could be missed (or left undeveloped) and 
that subsequent theorising could become similarly inadequate. 
The second site of possible contention is the acknowledgment that “[e]xisting 
ideologies constrain what may be possible in terms of that identity in any given 
cultural context” (Hamilton, 2014: 706). This fact has the potential to create 
conflict when a woman’s ideologically constrained identity aligns with the very 
patriarchal institutions that feminist scholarship seeks to challenge such that 
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research participants “not only treat [their experiences] as gender-neutral, but 
also seek to conceal [their] gendered nature” (Lewis, 2006: 453).  
The application of a gender lens to the analysis of such data reveals and 
critiques the gendered nature of the issues that the research participant seeks 
to deny, and as such poses a potential threat to the carefully constructed social 
and political reality within which the research subject resides. Thus, the 
conflicting interests of the researcher and the researched have the potential to 
create a sense of betrayal, intrusion, and exploitation for the research 
participant such that a research participant: 
“should be able to say what [she] want[s] to say, when [she] want[s] to say it, 
perfectly clearly, without any well-meaning [researcher] jumping in and analysing 
things as she wants to see them, and not as they might have been intended” 
(MacMillan, 1996:144).  
Whilst it is agreed that strategies employed, especially by women, relating to 
the “active suppression of gender difference” (Linstead, 2000: 300) should be 
revealed and deconstructed for the part that they play in the maintenance of 
women’s subordination, the ‘revelatory’ nature of feminist research can itself 
contribute to the ‘gender microaggressions’ (Solorzano, 1998) suffered by 
women, and as such care must be taken when considering the implications for 
individual women research participants of where, and in what ways such 
analyses should be presented, bearing in mind the admonition that: 
“it may not be possible or appropriate for one group of women to speak on behalf 
of another, or to assume that those who speak have the knowledge and right to do 
so in the interests of those spoken for” (Griffin, 1996: 171). 
5.3.6 Giving women ‘voice’: mediating power differentials and possible 
misrepresentation within the interview process 
Within my results and discussions chapters, I chose to utilise large chunks of 
verbatim text extracted from individual interviews in order to demonstrate the 
development of themes pertinent to the women interviewees. By so doing, I 
made space for “subjects' voices [to] speak for themselves” (Riessman, 1987: 
191).  
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However, in spite of this deliberate strategy I was nevertheless mindful of the 
fact that both the included, and excluded, text was purposely selected (or not 
selected) by me in support of the theory development that the PhD process 
required. As such, and as reflected in Hurd (1998), both the data analysis and 
the attendant conclusions drawn from that analysis would reflect my 
epistemological position, as well as my feminist politics, and the gender lens 
that I applied. 
Thus, whilst the verbatim quotes represented the literal ‘voices’ of some of my 
research participants – it was not possible to include quotes from every woman 
interviewed as a result of both the sheer volume of data derived from 
approximately fifty-three hours of interviews. 
It has been suggested that the co-creation of knowledge between the feminist 
researcher and the research participants can be facilitated through a process 
whereby informants are actively encouraged to engage in the review of 
conclusions drawn from the data by the researcher in order to gauge their 
‘validity’ (England, 1994).  
However, I found the suggestion to be problematic for two reasons: first, I felt 
that a request for participants to offer not only their (unpaid) time to me for the 
interview process and subsequent review of the transcribed interviews, but to 
additionally make a commitment to a potentially open-ended review process, 
was unethical from a feminist perspective on account of both the temporal and 
financial demands associated with such requests. In a world where ‘time is 
money’, and women routinely earn less than men, it seemed deeply problematic 
to assume that the benefit that my study would derive from engaging the 
participants in this way would outweigh the temporal and financial losses 
suffered as a result by the women participants. 
Second, for the reasons discussed previously, I felt that the critical engagement 
in a review process of those participants whose situation demanded the 
adoption of gender denying strategies in their lives would serve only to create 
conflict, dissonance, and an atmosphere of judgementalism that I wished to 
avoid. A specific example of this occurred with Jackie, who described a clearly 
gendered division of childcare responsibilities within her family unit. 
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She was, however, unwilling or unable to view her situation as gendered (to her 
disadvantage), instead describing the arrangement as “self-inflicted because I 
had my baby late…so I’ve got to resolve that issue myself”. As such, she was 
unable to locate her personal experience within the wider experiences of many 
mothers of young children, or to see it as being symptomatic of a wider gender-
based problem within society whereby, the gendered division of domestic labour 
and caring work in heterosexual relationships is reduced to the level of 
individual choice (Beagan et al, 2008), thereby masking both the gendered, 
negative impacts of such arrangements on women (Shaw, 2010; van Hooff, 
2011), and the attendant benefits of these discriminatory arrangements reaped 
by men (McMahon, 1999; Ridgeway and Correll, 2004).  
The reflexive experience of attempting to negotiate the complications and 
contradictions of truly giving the women interviewees voice in my work made 
me critically aware that in spite of my best efforts, the power disparity between 
research subjects, and the person with editorial control of their (individually 
reviewed and agreed-upon) transcribed data, was such that I ultimately had to 
accept, as noted by Pillow (2003: 186), that “practices of reflexivity, however 
mutual, which are still based on some form of ‘truth’ gathering, work to continue 
to situate the researcher’s own need and desire for ‘truth’ as primary”. 
However, whilst my desire as the author of this thesis was to locate and develop 
themes that would facilitate theory development based upon the connections 
that I perceived within the elicited data, I was nonetheless clear that following 
the suggestion made by Gartner and Birley (2002: 387) I sought opinions rather 
than facts about the women’s experiences of SEship. 
Thus, in line with feminist theory, the conclusions proffered within this thesis 
represent a ‘snapshot’ of the wider (social) entrepreneurial experience, 
evidenced by a group of women SEurs operating their SEs in a UK context, 
during a global economic recession in the early 2010s. Such ‘partial 
perspectives’ (Haraway, 1988) seek to counter the hegemonic power of 
“prevailing world-views” (Ogbor, 2000: 606), and to provide alternative, non-
mainstream readings of social phenomena (Foss, 2010; Hart and Metcalfe, 
2010), gaining their validity “because partial perspectives are embodied and 
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situated [and are therefore] responsible and accountable; and they are 
objective” (Engelstad and Gerrard, 2005: 3). 
5.3.7 Feminist research methodologies and methods 
“…a model supported by a positivist science, such as the mainstream discourse of 
entrepreneurship…cannot really support a deep critical reflection or any kind of 
divergent reflection” (da Costa and Saraiva, 2012: 590) 
The question of the relative merits of the methodologies and specific methods 
employed by entrepreneurship researchers is another area of concern for 
feminist (and other critical) scholars (Ahl and Nelson, 2010; Brush et al 2009) 
attempting to publish their work in elite, yet deeply conservative journals (Ahl, 
2004): 
“[r]esearch that matters should be rescued from the clasp and tyranny of journal 
ranking systems that favour a limited repertoire of research methods” (Ӧzbilgin 
2009: 8). 
The fact that many of the top tier journals favour quantitative research methods 
has been widely reported by feminist scholars (de Bruin et al, 2007; Hart and 
Metcalfe, 2010; Neergaard et al, 2011), and equally, the limitations of such 
approaches have been elucidated (Gartner and Birley, 2002; Ogbor, 2000; 
Stevenson, 1990; Welter, 2011). However, because these elite journals serve 
as gatekeepers of the definition of “what is visible, discussable, achievable and 
identifiable within [a given] discipline” (Mavin et al, 2004: 298), such procedures 
have been shown to represent discursive practices which reinforce masculine 
hegemonic power through the ‘silencing’ of women as the source and producers 
of legitimate knowledge (Ahl, 2006; Neergaard et al, 2011; Shaw, 2010).  
It has therefore been concluded that such “research perpetually recycles limited 
malestream theories” (Limerick and O’Leary, 2006: 101), which has led feminist 
scholars to suggest the application of qualitative or mixed research methods as 
opposed to purely quantitative methods, could provide a means by which to 
challenge the masculine hegemony endemic in positivist research: 
“[c]ollecting qualitative (and thus contestable, ambiguous, inconclusive) data is 
another way to unmask the assumptions of masculinity that underpin scientific 
research” (Bruni 2004: 412). 
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The value of feminist-informed research, which seeks to “challenge the basic 
structures and ideologies that oppress women [and to]...foster empowerment 
and emancipation for women and other marginalised groups” (Brooks and 
Hesse-Biber 2007: 4), lies in its ability to reveal the naturalised and invisible 
assumptions and philosophies that underlie androcentric, traditional approaches 
to research (Bruni et al, 2004; Maxfield et al, 2010; Ogbor 2000), and to offer 
alternative ways in which to conduct research “which can help to reconstruct 
defunct patriarchal institutions and challenge flawed visions” (Shaw, 2010: 46). 
Further, by engaging in a process of continuous critical reflexivity (Lazar, 2007; 
Sampson et al 2008) “premised on the significance of gender asymmetry…the 
ethical impact of the research, and the consciousness-raising and 
transformative capacity of the research” (Limerick and O’Leary 2006: 106), 
feminist research also seeks to provide alternative ways in which to view the 
world, and to interpret the complexities of socially embedded human interaction 
and behaviour (Nelson 2010; Marlow 2002; Shaw et al 2009), and thus to 
“make a constructive contribution to entrepreneurship research by introducing 
enhanced conceptual, epistemological and methodological reflection” 
(Johansson, 2004: 273).  
Thus, social constructivist theories (Chell, 2000; Ely and Padavic, 2007) 
underpinned by the contention that all human (inter)actions are “situated social 
practices, concerned more with what people ‘do’ than what they ‘are’” (Nadin, 
2007: 457) are therefore employed alongside (mostly) qualitative methods 
(Blackburn and Kovalainen, 2009; Gartner and Birley, 2002) set within 
interpretivist paradigms (Kirkwood, 2009) as a means of expanding the 
academic community’s “repertoire of aids to understanding entrepreneurship” 
(Anderson, 2005: 588).  
5.4 The adoption of Low and MacMillan’s (1988) framework 
Building on the recommendations made in Low and MacMillan’s (1988) much-
cited review of entrepreneurship research (Gartner, 2001; Ireland et al, 2005; 
Lasch and Yami, 2008), the following section presents a justification of the “six 
key specification decisions…purpose, theoretical perspective, focus, level of 
analysis, time frame, [and] methodology” (Low and MacMillan, 1988: 140) 
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applied to the design and delivery of this study as a piece of feminist-informed 
work, and a discussion of the implications that these had on the overall 
methodological approach employed.  
5.4.1 Specification of purpose 
The purpose of the study is to provide an exploratory, feminist-informed 
examination and subsequent theorisation of women’s experiences of SEship in 
the UK in order to better understand the processes of SEship as acts of 
embedded social, political, and economic action. 
The term ‘entrepreneurship’ has been described as “a broad label under which 
a hodgepodge of research is housed” (Shane and Venkataraman, 2000: 217), 
and while a widely agreed-upon definition continues to elude scholars (du Gay, 
2004; Verheul et al, 2005; Zhang et al, 2009), there is general consensus that 
entrepreneurship is “a complex set of contiguous and overlapping constructs” 
(Low, 2001: 18), that is both “a process of ‘emergence’” (Mueller et al, 2012: 
996), and “often a high-risk undertaking” (Kwong et al, 2012: 77) usually 
associated with the “creat[ion] of a new organization” (Somerville and McElwee, 
2011: 319). 
As such, it “is considered to be critical to the contribution to local and national 
economies, regional development, and employment generation” (Higgins and 
Elliott, 2011: 348-349), and is founded upon the “creat[ion of] new realities; 
transforming ideas into new ventures, and transposing old ideas into new 
situations” (Nicholson and Anderson, 2005: 154). 
Alongside such traditionally agreed-upon theories has developed a growing 
body of literature that posits entrepreneurship as “a rooted phenomenon that 
can only be fully understood with reference to context, conditions and historical 
processes (Mason and Harvey, 2013: 4). Such a contextualised, socially 
embedded view (Brush et al, 2009, Higgins and Elliott, 2011) of the process of 
entrepreneurship considers the behavioural choices of entrepreneurs as being 
“always a matter of socially constrained or opportuned agency” (Dick and Hyde, 
2006: 545), and the process of entrepreneurship as being exemplified through 
“the creation and extraction of value from an environment” (Jack and Anderson, 
2002: 468).  
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Approaching entrepreneurship research within the framework offered by a 
social constructivist ontology, and attendant feminist epistemology, allows the 
revelation of the differential, gendered effects on women SEurs of both cultural 
expectations of women, particularly with regard to family and home (Davis, 
2010; Steiber, 2009; McGowan et al, 2012), and the androcentricy of wider 
societal and cultural norms (Baker et al, 1997; Brush et al, 2009; Carter et al, 
2007).  
In order to properly explore the gendered issues relating to entrepreneurship for 
women – both experientially and theoretically - the study uses a women-only 
cohort of SEurs, and gathers data through the utilisation of semi-structured 
interviews, the questions for which are derived from both knowledge gaps, and 
contentions within contemporary academic and policy literature.  By so doing, 
the study contributes to both the development of non-biased, non-exclusionary, 
and non-androcentric entrepreneurship and SEship theory, and begins to 
address the almost total absence of women-focussed research within the 
emergent SEship literature (Humbert, 2012; Teasdale et al, 2011).  
5.4.2 Specification of theoretical perspective 
In pursuit of an exploration of the outlined themes above as they relate to 
women SEurs operating and developing their SEs in the context of a global 
recession (Sealey et al, 2008; Waring and Brierton, 2011) in the UK, the study 
adopts a ‘lens of gender’ approach (Baines and Wheelock, 2000; Bem, 1993; 
Gunnerud, 1997; Gupta et al, 2009; Marlow and Patton, 2005), embedded 
within feminist theoretical framework which both “offers an alternative to 
objectivity in conventional social science” (Foss, 2010: 84), and answers the call 
“for a more conceptually informed and convincing analysis of the implications of 
the association between gender and entrepreneurship” (Neergard et al, 2011: 
22). 
Research that applies a gender lens, views women as a “socio-economically 
subordinated” (Neergaard et al, 2011: 4) group, whose engagement in 
entrepreneurial activities is considered to be “less desirable” (Brush et al 2009: 
16) than men’s, and whose entrepreneurial identities are “consistently portrayed 
as something less than men, or, at best, a complement” (Ahl, 2007: 678).  
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By pursuing revelatory research of this nature, concealed gendered power 
discrepancies (Ahl, 2007; Brush et al, 2009; Mirchandani, 1999) can be 
exposed and subjected to critical examination (Ashe and Treanor, 2011; 
Limerick and O’Leary, 2006; Maxfield et al, 2010; Ogbor, 2000).  
In this way, feminist theoretically informed women-centred research acts as a 
counterpoint and challenge (Ahl, 2007; Ahl and Marlow, 2012; Ashe and 
Treanor, 2011; de Bruin et al, 2007) to the androcentricity of the majority of 
mainstream entrepreneurship literature and theory development (Bruni et al, 
2004a; Bourne, 2010; Tillmar, 2007), in terms of the ontological, 
epistemological, and methodological assumptions and approaches traditionally 
employed (Ahl, 2004, 2006; Ahl and Marlow, 2012; Calás et al, 2009). 
Furthermore, it questions the validity of the corresponding reductionist (da 
Costa and Saraiva, 2012; Dalborg et al, 2012, Hytti, 2005; Marlow, 2002; 
Ogbor, 2000) output that perpetuates the hegemonic dominance “of an 
entrepreneurial model that is capitalist, Western, white, male heterosexual, 
[and] of European or North American origin” (da Costa and Saraiva, 2012: 589).  
5.4.3 Specification of focus 
The study focuses on the exploration of SEship “as a socially constructed 
process embedded within everyday practices that shape and are shaped by a 
field of gender relations” (Bourne, 2010: 10), and draws upon data derived from 
the self-reported, socially embedded (Brush et al, 2009; Diaz Garcia and Carter, 
2009; Shelton, 2010; Steyaert and Katz, 2004), and temporally dynamic (Morris 
et al, 2012; Mueller et al, 2012; Steyaert, 2007; Williams, 2009) experiences of 
the women participants regarding the establishment, and in some cases growth, 
of their SEs in the UK.   
The specific focus on an exclusively women-comprised research sample 
reflects the feminist theoretical underpinnings of the study, which seeks to 
create space for the “voices of women and other ‘minorities’ [who] have been 
systematically marginalized” (Campbell, 2011: 42) to be heard (Mavin, 2006; 
McGowan et al, 2012; Neergaard et al, 2011), and to facilitate the development 
of new knowledge and theory (Engelstad and Gerrard, 2005; Foss, 2010; Lewis, 
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2006; Shaw and Carter, 2007) with particular reference to the emergent SEship 
literature.  
The rationale for women-focussed work derives from the feminist critique of 
traditional approaches to entrepreneurship research and theorisation, and 
serves to:  
“provide new insights into organizational theories by examining the historical 
context in which these theories emerged, the research methods in which the 
theories are grounded, and the assumptions underlying the theories themselves” 
(Hurley, 1999:54). 
To date, such critical work has revealed the androcentricity within organisations 
and institutions (Acker, 1992; Ahl, 2006; Calvert and Ramsey, 1992; Lockyer 
and George, 2012) created, defined, and legitimated by “white males [who] 
have created organizations and adopted management practices that have met 
male needs, reinforced male values and best fit male experiences of the world 
around them” (Ogbor, 2000: 621-622).  
Within societies in which there remains a cultural expectation for women to 
provide the majority of unpaid domestic labour and childcare (Craig and 
Sawrikar, 2009; Thomas and Hildingsson, 2009; Jennings and McDougald, 
2007), the result is that “women cannot become workers in the same sense as 
men [...] the construction of the worker presupposes that he is a man who has a 
woman to take care of his daily needs” (Pateman, 1988: 131, cited in Marlow, 
2002: 86).  
In this way, the links between gender-based barriers for women at micro 
(individual/family level), meso (institutional level), and macro (national/cultural 
level) can be revealed (Brush et al, 2009; Purkayastha, 2003), and the “top-
down effects of context on entrepreneurship and bottom-up processes 
influencing context” (Welter, 2011: 176) can be simultaneously acknowledged, 
understood, and theorised, such that the effects of cumulative disadvantage can 
be exposed (Clark and Corcoran, 1986, Hill Collins, 1991; Fernandez-Mateo, 
2009; Purdie-Vaughns and Eibach, 2008).      
Within entrepreneurship research, the feminist critique has specifically 
problematised (amongst other things) the androcentricity of traditional research 
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norms which purport to be ‘gender-neutral’ (Ahl and Marlow, 2012; Carter et al, 
2001; Brush and Cooper, 2012; Limerick and O’Leary, 2006), yet which “use[s] 
instruments developed and tested on samples of men” (Brush et al, 2009: 15) to 
undertake research on women’s entrepreneurship. As a means of redressing 
the (im)balance, researchers working on women’s entrepreneurship “have 
focused on the need to correct the sampling bias by collecting parallel 
information on female business owners” (Mirchandani, 1999: 228).  
In addition to the androcentric research ‘instruments’, feminist scholars have 
also criticised the application of theories of entrepreneurship derived from male-
only samples to all entrepreneurs, on the basis of the reductionism and 
essentialism of such approaches (Engelstad and Gerrard 2005; Foss 2010). 
The assumption that behavioural norms observed in capitalist, white, middle 
class, European, heterosexual male entrepreneurs (Costa and Saraiva, 2012; 
Gill and Ganesh, 2007; Ogbor, 2000; Tedmanson et al, 2012; Wilson and Tagg, 
2010) can be unproblematically applied to all people engaging in 
entrepreneurial behaviour (Ahl, 2002; Brush and Cooper, 2012; Marlow, 2002; 
Mirchandani, 1999) has been critiqued, as has the attendant assumption of 
homogeneity amongst (particularly women) entrepreneurs (Bourne, 2010; 
Carter and Shaw, 2006; Dalborg et al, 2012; McMullan, 2012; Tedmanson et al, 
2012; Tillmar, 2007).  
Such presumptions have the effect of ‘othering’ non-white, non-male etc. 
entrepreneurs (Ahl, 2004; Bendle, 2008; Bruni et al, 2004, 2004a; Lewis, 2006; 
Marlow et al, 2008), thus rendering the study of these supposedly non-
normative forms of entrepreneurship as ‘niche’ or ‘special interest’ (Hughes et 
al, 2012; Neergard et al, 2011), which in turn lowers the legitimacy and value of 
‘non-normative’ entrepreneurship as a research topic (Ahl, 2002, 2006; Calvert 
and Ramsey 1992; de Bruin et al 2007; Mirchandani 1999; Ogbor 2000; 
Stevenson, 1999).  
Many of the ontological, epistemological, and methodological themes emerging 
from the developing stream of critical SE scholarship - “which unveils a 
skeptical orientation to the ideology of entrepreneurship” (Dey and Steyaert, 
2006: 34), and serves to question and challenge both the politicised ‘grand 
narratives’ of SEship and their attendant assumptions (Dey and Steyaert, 2010; 
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Teasdale, 2012), and the application of mainstream entrepreneurship theories 
and research foci to the SE sector (McAdam and Treanor, 2011; Datta and 
Gailey, 2012; Peredo and Chrisman, 2006; Seelos et al, 2010) - mirror those 
within the feminist critical work. 
Examples of these cross-over themes include SE as a socially constructed 
phenomenon (Chell, 2007; Dey and Steyaert, 2010; Mueller et al, 2011; 
Ruebottom, 2011), the importance of the effects of context and embeddedness 
on SE (Kindle, 2010; Kistruck and Beamish, 2010; Smith and Stevens, 2010), 
the value of contextualised narrative and person-centred experiential 
approaches to the exploration of SE (Diochon and Anderson, 2011; Jones et al, 
2008; Morris et al, 2012; Seanor et al, 2011), a focus on the wider, non-
economic goals and value creation of SEs (Felício et al, 2013; Haugh, 2012; 
Palmås, 2012; Steinerowski et al, 2010), and explorations of the loci of power 
within SE (Dacin et al, 2011; Steyaert and Dey, 2010; Teasdale, 2010; 
Teasdale et al, 2011).  
The focus then, of a qualitative study of the experiences on women SEurs in the 
UK offers a unique synergistic opportunity at this point in time to meaningfully 
bring together two bodies of critical literature, and to thereby begin to 
simultaneously fill acknowledged gaps within both streams of work.  
5.4.4 Specification of level of analysis 
Low and MacMillan (1988: 151) suggest that “researchers may choose among 
five levels of analysis: individual, group, organisational, industry, and societal 
levels”.  
In pursuit of a feminist-informed, socially embedded approach to this study, 
several assumptions inform the epistemological basis for the work, which in turn 
affect the level of analysis chosen. The following assumptions relating to the 
feminist theoretical framework and associated women’s entrepreneurship 
literature apply: women as a group, are socially subordinated to men (Martin, 
2006; Rudman and Glick, 2001, UN Women, 2011), and are constrained by 
gendered social norms, expectations, stereotypes etc. in ways rarely, if ever, 
experienced by men (Shaw et al 2009; Winn, 2004). The phenomenon of 
entrepreneurship (including SEship) is socially constructed (Mueller et al, 2011; 
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Steyaert and Katz, 2004) towards a masculine norm (McAdam and Treanor, 
2011; Mirchandani, 1999), and gender-based norms, expectations, and 
stereotypes interact with masculine norms of entrepreneurship to create 
cumulative disadvantage for women considering and/or enacting 
entrepreneurial behaviours (Brush et al, 2009; Langowitz and Minniti, 2007). 
Women (social) entrepreneurs are likely to attempt to mitigate the effect of 
gender bias by conforming to male norms and/or denying the existence of 
gender bias (Bruni et al, 2004a; Lewis, 2006; Limerick and O’Leary, 2006; 
McAdam and Marlow, 2010; Nadin, 2007). 
Added to the assumptions listed above, are four key concepts taken from the 
critical scholarship on entrepreneurship, which also effected to the choice of 
level of analysis in the study. These are an assertion that (the lack of) 
societal/cultural normative support for women’s entrepreneurship is “embedded 
in overall attitudes about entrepreneurship and gender equality” (Baughn et al, 
2006: 703), that “economic behaviour can be better understood within its 
historical, temporal, institutional, spatial, and social contexts” (Welter, 2011: 
165), that “[t]he richness of entrepreneurship lies in how it is personally 
experienced” (Morris et al, 2012: 11), and that the personal construction of 
women’s entrepreneurial identity provides:  
“a consideration of the agency of women business owners in creating an enterprise 
persona, even if it is at odds with the dominant identity of the buccaneering, growth 
focused entrepreneur [and further]…allows us to broaden our understanding of 
women’s business experience, their reasons for going into business and the type of 
business person they want to be” (Lewis, 2011: 12). 
Based on the assumptions derived from feminist theory generally, and the 
feminist critique of mainstream entrepreneurship scholarship specifically, 
coupled with the four key concepts taken from the general critical 
entrepreneurship scholarship, the level of analysis chosen for the study rests 
with the individual women SEurs, with the data derived from their experiences 
viewed through a contextualised, gender lens that takes account of the 
‘historical, temporal, institutional, spatial, and social contexts’ within which the 
women live and work.  
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5.4.5 Specification of time frame 
Given the temporal and financial constraints imposed by the PhD process, a 
“short time frame” study (Low and MacMillan, 1988: 153) approach was 
adopted for the study. This was based on a single-contact, interview-based data 
collection method enabled by the recruitment of a diverse cohort of research 
participants selected to represent a range of participant ages, sectors within 
which the women SEurs operated, nationalities and ethnicities of the women 
participants, geographic locations within the UK, and age of the businesses.  
By so doing, it was possible to capture a wide spectrum of life, and 
entrepreneurial experiences from the women participants across a variety of 
contexts, through which the “richness of insight” (ibid.: 153) that Low and 
MacMillan recommended bringing to entrepreneurship research was thereby 
acquired. 
5.4.6 Specification of methodology          
Ogbor (2000: 613) asserted that “methodology is related…to a particular frame 
of reference”, which in the case of this study was informed by the paucity of 
both empirical (Certo and Miller, 2008; Dacin et al, 2010; Hynes, 2009; Short et 
al, 2009), and women-focused research within the SE/SEship literature, and the 
feminist theoretical framework that I embraced. The study therefore sought to 
elicit the contextualised and “situated knowledges” (Haraway, 1988: title) of the 
women SEur research participants, drawing on emergent themes from the 
SE/SEship literature, and critical (feminist) entrepreneurship scholarship.  
Entrepreneurship theory originally developed within the field of economics 
(Brewer, 1988; Cope, 2005; Hoselitz, 1951), and as such developed research 
norms based on the use of quantitative methodologies embedded within 
positivist and objectivist epistemologies (Ahl, 2006; Bruni et al, 2004; Brush et 
al, 2009; de Bruin et al, 2007; Hart and Metcalfe, 2010), that “generally treated 
entrepreneurs as fixed entities” (Higgins and Elliott, 2010: 347), and aimed to 
discover “a fact, rather than an opinion” (Gartner and Birley, 2002: 387). 
Such approaches have been subject to significant critique based both on the 
basis of their inability to capture the “messy ‘real-life’ variety of 
entrepreneurship” (de Bruin et al, 2007: 331), and for the fact that they “all too 
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often yield fragmented, reductionist explanations” (Sinisalo and Komulainen, 
2008: 37). As a result, studies employing interpretive research methodologies 
have begun to emerge (Cope, 2005b; Jamali, 2009; Steyaert, 2007), which 
seek to challenge the “taken for granted assumptions” (Blackburn and 
Kovalainen, 2009: 129) which “so profoundly influence…variables, theoretical 
and measurement models, and methodologies” (Gupta et al, 2009: 413). 
As a result of these critiques, research foci have begun to shift towards the use 
of qualitative methods (Gartner and Birley, 2002) often situated within “social 
constructionist” (Higgins and Elliot, 2010: 350) or “radical subjectivist” (Chiles et 
al, 2010: 157) paradigms, which seek to develop “alternative medium[s] for 
understanding [entrepreneurship]” (Anderson, 2005: 587).  
In support of this backlash effect against traditional, mainstream research it is 
argued that the “alternative ways of thinking and seeing” (Hyrsky 1999: 31) 
facilitated by contextualised approaches (Hindle, 2010; Fletcher, 2007; Mason 
and Harvey, 2013; Welter, 2011; Zahra, 2007) provide deeper, more nuanced 
views and interpretations (Hytti, 2003; Foss, 2010; Shaw and Carter, 2007) of 
“the complex and dynamic process of entrepreneurship” (Chiles et al, 2010: 
157).  
It is further contended that such approaches “make a constructive contribution 
to entrepreneurship research by introducing enhanced conceptual, 
epistemological and methodological reflection” (Johansson, 2004: 273), whilst 
simultaneously challenging the “philosophical assumptions” (Chiles et al, 2010: 
139) of the “existing orthodoxies” (Clarke and Holt, 2010: 69) that represent the 
status quo within mainstream entrepreneurship research.  
As a critical piece of feminist-informed scholarship exploring “the connection 
between knowledge creation and politics/values/ideologies” (Ogbor, 2000: 608), 
the study employed a contextualised narrative approach to data gathering 
(Ashe and Treanor, 2011; Bjursell and Melin, 2011; Bendl, 2008; Neergard et al, 
2011), based on the elicitation of data through semi-structured interviews which 
method was chosen to encourage “the informants talk about themselves, their 
firm, and its strategic activities in their own words using their own images, 
symbols, and metaphors” (Kisfalvi, 2002: 495). 
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The elicitation of contextualised narratives from the women research 
participants facilitated “the voices of informants to be heard, and their meanings 
and interpretations to be articulated” (Wallace, 2005: 78), whilst simultaneously 
acknowledging the power and influence of discourses “as a structuring principle 
of society, in social institutions, modes of thought and individual subjectivity” 
(Weedon, 1997: 41).  
Additionally, the collection of subjective, person-centred contextualised 
narrative data “acknowledges that the world is in constant evolution and that 
entrepreneurship itself is a socially constructed phenomenon” (Brush et al, 
2009: 16), thereby providing the entrepreneurship research community with an 
opportunity to “broaden our learning about entrepreneurship...[by drawing] on 
some of the less ‘accepted’ methods of doing research such as content 
analysis, ethnographic study, or narrative approaches” (de Bruin et al, 2007: 
329). 
These approaches in turn facilitate the development of theory rooted in the 
“first-hand, real authentic experiences of entrepreneurial lives” (Foss, 2010: 83), 
which allowed the experiences of the women SEur research participants to be 
evaluated within the context of the associated wider, dominant, and gendered 
discourses of both SE/SEship, and women/motherhood, and the attendant 
contradictions and tensions explored. 
The methodology chosen for this study, aimed to support a contribution to the 
theoretical development of SEship theory by providing a conduit through which 
“a coherent story of what we believe to be the nature of entrepreneurship, as 
experienced” (Gartner and Birley, 2002: 388) could emerge, and which would 
position the women research participants as the expert “situated knowers” (Hill 
Collins, 2000: 19), whose knowledge and experience could help “create a more 
nuanced view of social entrepreneurship and develop greater theoretical insight 
into the phenomenon” (Shaw and Carter, 2007: 423).  
5.5 Sample design  
Three key components derived from the feminist-informed theoretical and 
conceptual framework - which comprised women-centred work, diversity, and 
context - were used to inform the sampling criteria for the study. Thus, 
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participants were selected on the basis that they were: a) women SEurs, b) 
drawn from sectorally and personally diverse backgrounds representative of the 
diversity of women’s SEship, and c) operating in different geographic locations 
within the UK. 
By focussing specifically on diversity in relation to the women SEurs, the study 
sought to highlight both the “commonalities” (Winn, 2004: 145), and the 
“differences and divisions” (Lewis, 2004: 466) in the experiences of the women 
“based on shared gendered norms” (Hanson and Blake 2008, 138), whilst being 
simultaneously alert to “heterogeneity within particularistic articulations of 
subordination” (Shaw et al, 2009: 27).  
The focus on geographic location aimed to draw attention to the effects of 
context (Buckingham et al, 2010; Welter, 2011) with particular reference to 
community embeddedness (Humbert, 2012; Trettin and Welter, 2011), and the 
regional/local socio-economic and political situation (Di Domenico et al, 2010; 
Seelos et al, 2010; Smith and Stevens, 2010) within which women were 
operating their SEs. 
The exploratory nature of this study was driven by the paucity of research on 
women as SEurs (Humbert, 2012; McAdam and Treanor, 2011; Teasdale et al, 
2011), and as such the research themes selected to inform the sample design 
were largely drawn from the feminist critique of mainstream entrepreneurship, 
rather than from the SEship literature. However, the sampling frame developed 
was fully consistent with a feminist theoretical framework due to its being 
qualitative in approach (Bruni et al, 2004; Limerick and O’Leary, 2006), theory-
driven (Foss, 2010; Parker, 2010), and designed specifically “to give women a 
voice in a field in which they are marginalised” (Ahl, 2006: 610). 
In order to reach as wide an audience of potential participants as possible, a 
call for research participants was put out to a pool of SE-specialist academics 
known personally to the researcher, to national and local SE support, training, 
and funding organisations, to local and national SE networks and member 
organisations, and to online SEship discussion forums.  
Additionally, an online Google search was used in order to obtain the names of 
women SEurs who had participated in the Labour government’s SE 
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Ambassadors programme, and these women were ‘cold’ contacted through the 
publically available e-mail addresses associated with their SEs.  
Social media - specifically Twitter – was used to identify UK-based women-
owned/run SEs, and when contact was made with individual women SEurs, a 
snowball sampling technique (Bourne, 2010; Nelson et al, 2009) was then 
utilised, whereby contacts were encouraged to suggest further participants for 
possible inclusion in the study.  
In recognition of the lack of women-focussed SEship literature, several key 
informants from SE support, training, and funding organisations were recruited 
for interview. These interviewees were also all women, and were approached in 
order to provide a “source of validation for a variety of social and other 
important contextual data” (Kodithuwakku and Rosa, 2002: 441), and to validate 
the proposed transference of emergent themes arising from the feminist critique 
of mainstream entrepreneurship to the context of women’s SEship. The key 
informants were also asked to identify any further issues of importance for 
inclusion in the study which they thought had been ‘missed’. 
5.6 Ethical procedures: abiding by University regulations 
In accordance with the University of East Anglia’s research ethics guidelines, I 
completed a research ethics application (below), which enabled my Supervisor 
to assess the possible need for a referral to the Norwich Business School 
Research Ethics Committee for approval prior to undertaking data collection.  
The application posed questions relating to the research proposal in order to 
determine the level (if any) of risk posed to participants by the research, and 
covered such topics as group vulnerability (including ability to provide informed 
consent), the possible use of ‘financial inducements’, health and safety 
(including possible risk of harm to physical, mental, psychological health) of 
both the researcher and the participants, the safe storage of data, 
confidentiality, and the ability of participants to withdraw from the study without 
negative consequences. 
Due to the nature of both my study and the research cohort, after a short 
discussion, my Supervisor was able to sign a statement asserting that my 
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proposed work “does not raise ethical problems that must be considered by the 
NBS Research Ethics Committee”, and the application was duly submitted to 
the Postgraduate Research Office for processing in September 2011, and I was 
able to begin my data collection. 
5.7 The sample 
A total of four key informants (KIs) and thirty women SEurs (WSEs) were 
recruited to the study. All the WSEs were founder/owner/managers of UK-based 
SEs, and those who self-referred as study participants did so in response to 
advertisements asking specifically for ‘women social entrepreneur’ participants.  
Diversity within the research cohort was marked by geographic location, 
sectoral location of the SE, age of the SE, nationality of participants, and life-
stage of participants. Recruitment was carried out over the course of more than 
a year, and through a variety of mediums, in order to ensure the diversity of the 
research cohort. Where non-compliance according to the designated diversity 
markers employed in the study occurred, for example where the recruitment 
process failed to naturally provide participants from each part of the UK, 
targeted recruitment in the specific geographic area was undertaken to remedy 
the situation. 
The data gathering process proceeded in two phases; the first consisted of the 
KI interviews, and the pilot interviews with two WSEs, the second phase 
comprised the roll-out of the fully revised interview guide with the participating 
28 WSEs reflecting the diversity markers chosen for the study. 
To ensure the anonymity of the research participants, each was allocated a 
pseudonym by which they were referred to throughout the thesis. This approach 
protected the personal and organisational anonymity of the participants, whilst 
allowing both for the revelation of basic non-identifying demographic data and 
for the derived interview data to be contextually discussed.  
5.7.1 Selection criteria for the KIs 
The KI interviews were conducted in November 2011 with female front-line staff, 
recruited from SE support, training, and funding organisations. The 
organisations were selected to include different geographic and socio-economic 
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environments in the UK - metropolitan, urban, and rural locations - in order to 
examine the similarities and differences in gendered (and other) problems 
identified by the key informants according to their location.  
Table 5.1 below provides some basic demographic data relating to the 
organisations for which the KIs interviewed worked. 
Key 
informant 
Service 
provided 
Scope Date of 
establishment 
Legal form No. of 
employees 
Geographic 
location 
KI 1 Enterprise 
support, 
funding 
Regional 1999 Limited by 
Guarantee 
12 North of 
England 
KI 2 Enterprise 
support, 
training 
Urban 1995 Limited by 
Guarantee 
11 North of 
England 
KI 3 Enterprise 
support 
Urban/Rural 2003 Industrial 
and 
Provident 
Society 
4 North West 
of England 
KI 4 Enterprise 
support, 
training 
Urban/Rural 1991 Limited 
Liability 
Partnership 
5 East of 
England 
Table 5.1: KI (1-4) employer organisation demographic data 
The key emergent themes from the KI interviews are shown in Table 5.2 on the 
following page, alongside the new questions derived for the WSE interviews in 
response to the issues raised. 
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Issues raised Interview question(s) developed 
Frustrations attendant upon the poor level 
of understanding of social enterprise and 
its benefits within society in general 
Does your customer have buy-in to your social 
mission or are they simply purchasing a 
quality service/product from you? 
Does the general public understand what SE 
is? Do they care? Implications? 
Lack of appreciation and experience of 
the practical matters involved in running 
an enterprise amongst politicians e.g. 
cash-flowing, which if not handled 
prudently can cause the enterprise to fail  
 
Social enterprise has been on the political 
agenda for more than 10 years: Do you think 
that the politicians who promote it really 
understand what it is, how it works, and its 
benefits?  
Do they understand that side of things (cash 
flow, volunteer management etc.)? 
Sense of unacknowledged privilege 
amongst politicians who do not appear to 
have any personal experience of the types 
of issues that social enterprise commonly 
attempt to tackle – social exclusion, 
poverty, abuse 
Many social enterprises serve specific 
disadvantaged communities – disabled, poor, 
elderly etc.; Do you think that the politicians 
understand/have experience of the issues 
facing these groups? If not, do you think that 
their lack of knowledge could/does have a 
detrimental effect on policy development? 
Table 5.2: Examples of emergent themes from the pilot KI interviews presented alongside 
the interview questions developed from them 
5.7.2 Selection criteria for the WSEs 
A total of thirty WSEs were interviewed for the study. The women were recruited 
from around the UK, were owner/managers of SEs in a variety of sectors, and 
included non-British nationals. The women came to the study through a variety 
of means including direct, targeted contact, self-referral in response to ‘calls for 
participants’ posted in online SE forums, advertised through social networks, or 
through SE ‘specialists’ e.g. academics, support/member organisations etc., 
and via ‘snowball’ recruitment whereby interviewees suggested further possible 
interview candidates from within their network.  
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Figure 5.3 shows a tweet disseminated by SEUK in support of participant 
recruitment: 
 
Figure 5.3: A participant recruitment tweet disseminated by SEUK on the author’s behalf 
Where specific diversity markers selected for the research cohort were not 
present, for example, when WSEs from a certain region did not appear in the 
research cohort, a targeted approach was employed whereby specifically 
targeted referrals were sought from specialists, through membership networks, 
via social media and other research participants. By so doing, the integrity of 
the research sample was maintained and diversity, according to the study 
criteria, was ensured.  
Figure 5.4 on the following page shows a call for Wales-based participants, 
addressing a sample deficit: 
 
Figure 5.4: Targeted recruitment advertisement posted to the RSA Wales webpage 
The final research cohort consisted of thirty WSEs, and basic demographic 
information are provided on the following pages for both the WSEs (Tables 5.5 
and 5.6), and for their SE organisations (Tables 5.7 and 5.8).  
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Table 5.5: Basic demographic data relating to the WSEs and their organisations. Joanna (this page) and Jennifer 
(following page) were interviewed during phase one as part of the pilot study 
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Table 5.6: Basic demographic data relating to the WSEs and their organisations (continued). Joanna (previous 
page) and Jennifer (this page) were interviewed during phase one as part of the pilot study 
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Table 5.7: Characteristics of the participants’ social enterprises  
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5.8 Data gathering 
Data were gathered in two distinct phases over the course of a twelve month 
period, beginning in November 2011 to ending in October 2012. The first phase 
related to the pilot interviews with two WSEs, alongside key informant 
interviews with four KIs. The interview questions were subsequently amended 
to take account of issues raised in the pilot interviews with the WSEs, in 
addition to the topics suggested for inclusion by the KIs. The second phase 
consisted of interviews with the remaining WSE participants. 
All data were gathered through the use of semi-structured interviews (Bourne, 
2010; Mavin et al, 2004; Tillmar, 2007), the questions for which were initially 
derived from a comprehensive review of three strands of literature, those being 
the mainstream entrepreneurship, feminist-informed entrepreneurship (including 
the feminist critique of the same), and SEship literatures. 
5.8.1 Phase one - WSE interview design (pilot) 
The original interview guide designed for the women SEurs employed a life 
story approach which method was chosen for its use “in eliciting new and 
deeply contextual insights into the entrepreneurial process” (Rae and Carswell, 
2000: 222). It was initially felt that the collection of processional data would help 
facilitate an understanding of the effects of both life-stage, and the passage of 
time on WSEs’ entrepreneurial intentions (de Bruin et al, 2007; Williams, 2009; 
Winn, 2005). 
To this end, a life story interview guide was developed, informed by the work of 
Atkinson (1998, 2001). As discussed above, the specific content of the 
questions was derived from a comprehensive literature review and the interview 
guide covered the following themes: about you, the establishment of your SE, 
context, your enterprise, motivations, visions of success, and entrepreneurial 
identity.    
5.8.2 Pilot study – methodological and practical lessons learned  
My initial intention was to conduct all the interviews face-to-face, preferably 
within the SEur’s workspace, in order to gain observational insight into the 
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functioning of the working environment, and the SEur’s interaction with it and 
with their staff and colleagues, or other stakeholders using the space. 
As such, my pilot interviews were all conducted face-to-face, but only one of the 
two WSEs interviewed during this phase has a designated office space, and of 
the four KIs also interviewed, two requested to be interviewed off their work 
premises. As a result, interviews were mostly carried out in cafés selected by 
the women, which presented both advantages and challenges. 
Due to the fact that so many of the women either had no designated office 
space (i.e. worked from home), or preferred not to meet within their workplace, 
it was unsurprising that participants chose to meet in a public place, rather than 
invite me into their homes.  
Whilst we had exchanged e-mails prior to meeting, none of the women could be 
absolutely certain that I was indeed who I purported to be – that is to say a 
woman (rather than a man ‘posing’ as a woman on the internet), and a bona 
fide academic researcher. Thus, whilst I attempted to mitigate such fears by 
only using my official, University-provided e-mail address in my correspondence 
with the women SEurs, and additionally provided links to my University PhD 
profile page which included a photograph and details of my proposed study, the 
women would not have been certain of me until we met face-to-face, and I 
undertook the interview. 
Therefore, mindful of their personal safety and of the advice proffered to women 
meeting strangers for the first time, all the women chose to meet either in a 
public place (a café) or in the case of those women who had designated offices, 
in their workspace at a time when other staff members would also be present in 
the building. 
5.8.3 Advantages and disadvantages of conducting interviews in a public 
(café) environment 
The pilot stage interviews carried out in café environments provided an 
interesting learning opportunity for me to reflect on the relative advantages and 
disadvantages of such an approach. The safety and security offered by a busy, 
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public environment was important to both me and the interviewees, as women. 
As noted above, whilst I could be more certain that the women whom I had 
arranged to meet were legitimate contacts – I was able to research them and 
their organisations through information publically available on the internet – we 
were all mindful of our personal safety meeting strangers in the context of a 
‘rape culture’, which describes a cultural milieu in which: 
“[m]ost women experience the fear of rape [or other forms of violence] as a 
nagging, knowing sense that something awful could happen, an angst that keeps 
them from doing things they want or need to do, or from doing them at the time, or 
in the way they might otherwise do. Women’s fear of rape is a sense that one must 
always be on guard, vigilant and alert…” (Gordon and Riger, 1991: 2). 
The gendered nature of the organisation of face-to-face interviews was based 
on the fact that “women are more afraid of all victimizations [than 
men]…principally due to their perceived risk of such offenses and their fear of 
rape in everyday life” (Ferraro, 1996: 667), and represented a pertinent feature 
of the pilot phase of my data collection. As a result, I was forced to consciously 
acknowledge the constraints placed upon my own and other women’s lives by 
the constant underlying fear of rape and other forms of violence, and the 
attendant “assiduous state of vigilance and the deployment of well-developed 
coping strategies [that permit] women [to] continue to use particular spaces and 
domains [albeit] in a highly restricted way” (Pain, 1997: 234). 
Thus, possessing a personal and experiential understanding of the ‘rules’ 
imposed upon women’s movement and behaviour in a rape culture – that we do 
not place ourselves in (geographic or social) situations that could be perceived 
to ‘invite’ sexual assault and violence (Grubb and Turner, 2012; Valentine, 
1989), and due to the fact that female socialisation ensures that “women know 
that they are held responsible for avoiding rape, and should they be victimised, 
they know they are likely to be blamed” (Gordon and Riger, 1991: 2) – it was 
inconceivable, even as another woman, that I might request the women to invite 
me into their homes to conduct our interview, or that I would ask them to meet 
me in anything other than a very well-lit, well-populated public place, during the 
daytime or immediately after work (as opposed to at night).  
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For these reasons, cafés were chosen as the preferred meeting place by all but 
one of the women – the singular woman who did not choose a café invited me 
into her workplace, where other people were present (although not in the same 
room) during the interview. However, whilst the café environment allowed both 
the individual women and me to feel safe and unthreatened, the nature of the 
café space made it less than ideal as a place for data collection. 
The first problem that we encountered was the transient nature of a busy café 
environment, which meant that people were constantly entering and leaving the 
premises, opening and closing the doors, and by so doing, letting in both traffic 
noise from outside, as well as gusts of cold air which did not help create a 
properly relaxed atmosphere.  
The second issue concerned the noise and distraction created by the constant 
flow of patrons – talking to companions, barristas, or servers, moving tables and 
chairs, removing or putting on their coats and bags. Added to that was the 
astonishing level of noise created by the coffee-making process - both by the 
industrial-sized coffee machines, and also by the barristas incessantly ‘banging’ 
the coffee grounds out of the machinery into the collection drawers, and servers 
calling out food orders to patrons. 
Whilst the environmental problems were distracting at the time, the third and far 
more serious issue emerged during the transcription process, when I found that 
the ambient noise within the cafés - particularly the hissing of the steam vents, 
and the almost continuous loud banging associated with the barristas emptying 
the coffee machines - seriously and adversely affected the quality of the 
recordings made by my digital voice recorder.  
A brief investigation of the problems identified through the use of a café 
environment within which to conduct data gathering activities within the 
qualitative literature on women’s entrepreneurship (using key words: ‘café’; 
‘telephone/phone’; ‘personal/in person’; and ‘interview’) provided only one 
example of other research data being gathered through interviews with women 
entrepreneurs in such an environment.  
142 
 
This particular paper (Gill and Ganesh, 2007: 275) also incorporated the 
collection of data in “the participant’s business, or in a conference space”, which 
appeared to reflect the most visible trend which was the singular, or in 
combination, use of face-to-face and/or telephone interviewing in an 
undisclosed location (Ezzedeen and Zikic, 2012; Lockyer and George, 2012; 
Lewis, 2011; Nelson et al, 2009; Winn, 2005 etc.).   
Whilst many of the academic papers reviewed during this process did not 
provide details of where data gathering interviews took place, the fact that a 
combination of face-to-face and telephone interviews was the most prevalent 
research methodology employed, suggested that the benefits identified during 
the course of my own research through the use of both face-to-face interviews 
and Skype as data gathering methods in this research were similarly 
experienced by other women-focussed researchers.  
Furthermore, the almost entire lack of mention of interviews being conducted in 
public places suggested that the limitations identified above relating to ambient 
noise pollution, and the constant movement of people in and out of public 
spaces made such venues unsuitable for the uninterrupted gathering of 
interview data, a point made by Deakin and Wakefiled (2013: 7), who noted that 
“distraction can interfere with the flow of an interview and may affect interviewee 
concentration, and subsequently, the data gathered may be affected”. 
Thus, as discussed above in relation to my own research, the benefits of being 
able to build a personal rapport through face-to-face interviews clearly 
underpinned the use of that method for other women researchers focussed on 
the experiences of women entrepreneurs, and the temporal, geographical, and 
physical flexibility of telephone-based (Skype) interviews similarly appeared to 
enable the accommodation of the demands of the lives of both the women 
participants, and the researchers themselves. Finally, the problematic nature of 
conducting interviews in public places also appeared to reflect the 
methodological approaches utilised by other women-focussed researchers, in 
spite of the benefits that such places offered in terms of safety for the women. 
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5.8.4 Pros and cons of conducting interviews in a workplace environment 
As mentioned previously, one of the interviewees invited me to interview her at 
her place of work (office), which was in a city-centre location, in a shared, 
converted factory building. 
Entrance to the building was gained when the receptionist released the door 
following an intercom exchange. I was asked to wait in the reception seating 
area while my interviewee was contacted and came to collect me. All of these 
initial processes provided a much more formal, business-like framework within 
which to undertake the interview, but also provided a great deal of security to 
my contact – any visitor was only allowed into the building after an appointment 
was confirmed in the diary held at reception, and the face-to-face meeting was 
initiated at the interviewees instigation i.e. at the point at which she was ready 
to come downstairs and collect me.   
Having been taken upstairs into the office space occupied by her SE, the 
interviewee introduced me to her colleagues as we passed through the shared, 
open-plan office space, before leading me into the Board Room where we sat in 
chairs opposite each other and undertook the interview. 
The positive benefits of the office space environment were manifold: first, it 
allowed the interviewee to retain large amounts of control over the timescale 
and the manner of the interview process, second, is also made clear the fact 
that I was a visitor to the interviewee’s personal (work) space, which served to 
mediate the potential power dynamics associated with the encounter in her 
favour.  
The third benefit related to the safety aspect of meeting an unknown contact; in 
addition to the safety precautions offered by the entry phone system, which 
allowed the receptionist to both see the visitor, as well as to check the validity of 
the claim to an appointment before allowing entry, the fact that the interviewee 
was able to lead me through a shared office space allowed her to implicitly 
communicate her whereabouts to her colleagues whilst in the company of a 
stranger, gave them the opportunity to see me (and simultaneously 
communicated to me, the visitor, that I had been seen), and allowed the 
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interviewee to enter a private space (the Board Room) with a stranger, safe in 
the knowledge that her colleagues were within shouting distance, and would be 
anticipating her emergence from the meeting within a preordained timeframe.    
The final benefits related to the calm and undisturbed environment represented 
by the Board Room in which we could conduct our conversation. As a result of 
her colleagues being aware of the nature and purpose of my visit, we were left 
undisturbed (except for a surreptitious ‘welfare check’ by another member of 
staff after about an hour) for the entire duration of the interview. The recording 
derived from the interview was clear, and there was a very noticeable lack of 
ambient noise pollution. Interestingly, this interviewee was the youngest SEur 
whom I interviewed that did not actually own (or part-own) the SE for which she 
worked, although she had been instrumental in its establishment and held a 
managerial position.  
From a researcher perspective, I did not consider that conducting an interview 
in an office-based context had any shortcomings, other than the time and costs 
associated with national long distance travel, accommodation and childcare 
costs (and the ‘pulling of favours’ to arrange the informal, overnight care of my 
children in my absence),   
5.8.5 Methodological implications of the pilot phase  
As a result of the experience that I gained from the pilot study, I made a 
decision to explore Skype as an alternative method of data collection. My initial 
attraction to Skype as a methodological tool occurred for research and personal 
reasons.  
The cumulative effect of the lessons learned undertaking the pilot phase of my 
data collection, coupled with the limitations imposed upon me by my personal 
circumstances, meant that the use of Skype as an alternative means of 
undertaking the remaining interviews appeared to be both reasonable and 
realistic. Furthermore, it underscored the absolute necessity of an awareness 
and understanding of the implications of both gender and context, for the 
meaningful interpretation of situations experienced, and subsequent decisions 
made, by individuals during the course of their lives.  
145 
 
5.8.6 The experience of using Skype as an alternative data collection 
method to the traditional face-to-face interview 
The use of Voice over Internet Protocol (VoIP) methodologies, such as Skype, 
for the collection of qualitative, interview-based data is a relatively new 
phenomenon (O’Connor et al, 2008), that has gained rapid popularity for the 
benefits that it offers researchers as a means by which to reach geographically 
dispersed research participants (Sullivan, 2012), at almost no cost (Bertrand 
and Bordeau, 2010). 
Skype provides a free to download and use service that enables PC-to-PC 
videoconferencing (using webcams) over a broadband internet connection 
(Cater, 2011). In order for Skype to be used successfully, both PCs involved in 
the ‘call’ require the Skype application to be installed, and if the video element is 
required in addition to the voice element, then webcams are also required (Hay-
Gibson, 2009).  
The positive benefits for me as a researcher of using Skype to conduct my 
interviews were manifold, and included the lack of cost associated with the use 
of this technology, the flexibility that it offered in terms of when I was able to 
conduct the interviews i.e. the fact that I could use it to make contact with 
women outside of traditional office hours to suit their own needs/schedules, its 
‘immediacy’ i.e. the fact that the interview could commence without the social 
(hospitality) ‘niceties’ associated with a face-to-face meeting, the freedom from 
having to travel to meet research participants (and the costs and complications 
associated with that), and the fact that a virtual ‘face-to-face’ interview could be 
conducted from my own home, and indeed sometimes from the participants’ 
homes also, without need for consideration of the limitations placed on women’s 
lives and movements by the rape culture discussed above. 
5.8.7 Skype: a feminist method for data collection? Reflections on the 
experience of using Skype to conduct interviews 
My experience of using Skype as a data collection method was overwhelmingly 
positive, in spite of the frustrations associated with the somewhat unreliable 
service provision of broadband internet. 
146 
 
Through the use of Skype, I had greater flexibility to arrange interviews 
throughout the day and evening to suit both the women participants and myself. 
For example, several of the asked to be interviewed in the evening when their 
working day had ended, whilst for others the flexibility centred on their physical 
location during the interview i.e. it provided them with the ability to participate in 
interviews from their home-based offices, which as discussed previously, would 
not have been appropriate in a ‘real’ face-to-face situation.  
In this way, Skype allowed me to work in a way that met both mine and my 
interviewees’ needs, whilst virtually eliminating cost, keeping both me and my 
participants safe from (potential) harm, facilitating the extension of my working 
day beyond core school hours, and allowing me to reach women all over the UK 
– from Scotland, to Wales, to the south coast of England, and everywhere in 
between. 
The fact that Skype allowed an interview to take place with a minimum of social 
niceties meant that the women did not have to play ‘host’ to me, and could 
rather sign in and out of the interview at will. This meant that when the interview 
was concluded, the women (and I) could simply terminate the call, and get on 
with the rest of our day/evening. The disruption factor of traditional face-to-face 
interviews was thereby avoided, and I believe that the ease with which the 
women were able to participate in my research facilitated their positive 
engagement in the process. 
5.8.8 Limitations of the use of Skype 
The limitations of using Skype were relatively few, but where problems 
occurred, tended to centre on the occasional unreliability of my own or the 
interviewee’s broadband connection – when the bandwidth became narrow, 
both audio and video clarity was compromised, and sometimes a call was lost 
altogether (Hay-Gibson, 2009). This problem could often be solved (without 
affecting the flow of the interview too adversely) by switching off the video 
function, which served to reduce the demand on the broadband connection, 
thereby improving the quality of the audio.  
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The quality of the audio feed was the most important aspect of the Skype 
connection, as it was the digital recording of the audio output that was 
eventually transformed into transcribed text for subsequent data analysis. As 
such, my concern with the maintaining a Skype connection centred more 
strongly on the audio feed than the video feed, which made the (mutually 
agreed upon) decision to sacrifice the video content in favour of the audio, a 
logical one.  
A second aspect of the broadband continuity issue emerged when, from time to 
time, the connection would disappear altogether. A loss of connectivity would 
prompt Skype to automatically ‘attempt to retrieve the call’, and if the 
automated, programme-based retrieval system failed, one or other of the users 
would be required to reinstigate the call (by selecting the ‘call’ button within the 
programme) in much the same way as when a landline or mobile telephone call 
is unexpectedly disconnected, and one of the callers needs to phone the other 
again.   
The second issue that I encountered was that one of the women interviewees 
was not very tech-savvy, and did not know how to install Skype prior to the 
interview (Bertrand and Bordeau, 2010). However, whilst she lacked 
confidence, she was willing to follow my suggestions, and after I supplied her 
with a link to the Skype website, was able to successfully install the programme 
onto her computer by using the easy-to-follow instructions provided for 
installation on the Skype webpage. 
The third issue turned out to have a very minimal impact upon the data 
collection process, but involved ‘no-shows’ i.e. women not being available on 
Skype at the agreed time on the agreed date (Deakin and Wakefield, 2013). 
This situation occurred only once and the interview was rescheduled for a later 
time that afternoon.   
This experience prompted me to provide all future interviewees with my mobile 
phone number prior to interview, so that they could alert me in case of a 
problem. Two other women subsequently sent me text messages to inform me 
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of delays to the start of our scheduled interviews, which I was able to 
accommodate unproblematically. 
The fourth and final issue that I encountered related to my decision to conduct 
my interviews from home. As a result of that decision, I experienced occasional 
interruptions to the interviews when, for example, callers knocked on my front 
door, or the landline telephone rang. Similarly, there were occasions when, 
during the course of an evening interview, one of my children would come 
downstairs in need of my attention, which necessitated brief pauses within the 
interview processes. 
However, these context-specific interruptions were minimal, were kindly 
received by the affected participants, and were sometimes replicated by 
situations faced by the interviewees themselves, for example, when colleagues 
needed to speak to them, or when their own families required their immediate 
attention. As such, the interruptions were seen by both me and the individual 
interviewees as a normal part of our lives as both professional women, and 
mothers/wives/partners etc.   
5.8.9 Phase two – WSE interviews  
Phase two comprised the Skype interviews with the remaining WSEs, which 
lasted on average 1.5 to 2 hours, and were digitally recorded using a digital 
Dictaphone placed next to the PC’s external speaker.  
The recruitment and interview process followed a rolling trajectory whereby 
participants were constantly sought and recruited whilst interviews were being 
undertaken, over the course of a year.  
Participant approval of gathered data was also sought on a rolling basis, as 
previously completed interviews were transcribed and e-mailed to participants 
for inspection, verification, and editing if required. 
5.9 Research tools 
The interview guide was developed based on the emergent findings from the 
review of both the feminist critique of mainstream entrepreneurship theory and 
research, and from the SEship literature (with specific reference to the critical 
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stream). As such, the questions posed reflected the themes identified and 
discussed in the conceptual framework chapter, and concentrated on the 
themes mirrored in both the critical SE literature, and the feminist critique of 
mainstream entrepreneurship scholarship. 
The key areas for exploration through the interviews centred on the impacts of 
gender, and the life experiences of the women participant’s on their decisions to 
establish SEs (as opposed to mainstream enterprises). Specific areas of 
interest were: 
 (Social) enterprise as a vehicle for social change (Calás et al, 2009; Miller 
and Wesley, 2010) 
 Measures of success (de Bruin et al, 2007; Ruebottom, 2011) 
 Effects of gendered life experiences on (social) entrepreneurial 
intention/practice (Ettl and Welter, 2010; Humbert, 2012) 
 (Social) entrepreneurial identity (Jones et al, 2008; Lewis, 2011) 
The major change made to the post-pilot interview guide was the incorporation 
of the emergent themes from the data gathered in the KI interviews, and the 
decision to adapt the questions in the revised interview guide to fit a context-
aware approach, allowed the researcher to ‘streamline’ the interviews to deal 
with the issue of replication, and to reflect the participants’ acknowledged time 
constraints as owner-managers of SEs.  Additionally, it reflected the social 
constructionist underpinnings of the feminist theoretical framework which sought 
to promote the development of “insights into the social and structural relations in 
which entrepreneurs operate” (Chell, 2007: 2). 
The questions were divided into sections that reflected the contextual level of 
the data sought, in line with the call from feminist scholars for attention to be 
paid to the influence of contextual factors on women’s entrepreneurship (Brush 
et al, 2009; Ettl and Welter, 2010). Thus, the micro-level questions related to 
issues concerning the individual women SEurs’ personal and SEurial 
experiences (Calás et al, 2009; Mirchandani, 1999), the meso-level questions 
related to local/regional environment, and local governmental policy on SE as a 
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reflection of national policy agendas, and the macro-level questions related to 
the national socio-economic context, and the national policy landscape within 
which the women were operating their SEs (Mason and Harvey, 2013; Welter, 
2011). 
Within the macro-level questions, sub-headings were created in order to enable 
thematically coherent questions to be asked, for example, questions relating to 
the Conservative Party’s Big Society policy agenda, voluntary action and SE, 
and definitions of SE.  
The open-ended questions were designed as a means of encouraging the 
women SEurs to share ‘stories’ rather than simply ‘information’, as a means of 
eliciting data for the purpose of theory-building (Nelson et al, 2009). This 
method was adopted after the initial life-story approach was discarded due to 
the time-demands that it imposed upon the research participants, and provided 
a way in which to obtain rich, experiential data (Lewis, 2011; Morris et al, 2012) 
relating to the nature of enacted SEship, which serve to: 
“enhance the comprehensiveness of our explanations for entrepreneurial 
phenomena and deepen our understanding of the complexities and compromises 
involved in entrepreneurial processes” (Aldrich and Cliff, 2003: 593).  
5.10 Qualitative Analysis Techniques 
The initial data analysis conducted involved a context-focussed critical 
discourse analysis of the policy documents and other publications (Miller, 1997) 
relating to the development of SE policy in the UK since 1997 encompassing 
both the Labour governmental tenure (1997-2010), and the ConDem coalition 
government (2010-2015), in order to facilitate the revelation of the “complex 
workings of power and ideology in discourse” Lazar (2007: 141). 
The purpose of this analysis was to provide contextual data with which to better 
understand the emergence of the SE sector in the UK, and the influence that 
the ‘key paradigm-building actors’ (Nicholls, 2010) had on its development. 
Furthermore, the analysis of policy and related SE documents facilitated an 
investigation of the development of dominant discourses of SE and SEship in 
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the UK, alongside the revelation of the influencing factors relating to the 
emergence of the only governmentally-sanctioned definition of SE (DTI, 2002). 
Next, all data collected in the form of transcribed interviews were collated and 
subjected to a two phase manual thematic coding process. In order to protect 
the anonymity of the women participants, each woman was assigned a 
pseudonym (Ettl and Welter, 2010) with which any directly quoted data used in 
the thesis was ascribed to.  
The first phase involved iterative cross-case comparative analysis (Miles and 
Huberman, 1994) in order to compare responses across the sample to the 
major analytical themes derived from the literature review, for example, 
motivation for SEship, definition of SE and SEship, SEurial identity, and the 
effect(s) of governmental policy agendas. This generated initial categories (first 
order codes), which were subsequently grouped to create wider themes which 
reflected the aim and objectives of the study. 
The second phase built-upon and complemented the first through the use of 
inductive within-case analysis (Miles and Huberman, 1994). This stage provided 
the opportunity to identify further data relating to the first order codes, and to 
explore the emergent commonalities in the conceptual and cognitive links 
between each participant’s personal values, life experiences, SEurial identity, 
and visions of success, as well as to reveal the commonalities between the 
women’s conceptions and conceptualisations of SE and SEship. These 
common themes were designated as second order codes, and provided the 
framework for the subsequent exploration, discussion and conclusions, which in 
turn provided the basis for eventual theorising. 
5.11 Conclusion 
In spite of the limitations of the methodological approach outlined previously, 
the qualitative research approach used was consistent with the adopted feminist 
theoretical framework, which calls for the collection of rich, experiential data 
(Jones et al, 2008; Seanor et al, 2011) in relation to women’s entrepreneurship, 
and as such reflected the ongoing critique of the limitations of positivist research 
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evident in both feminist (and other critical) scholarship (Ahl, 2006; Gartner and 
Birley, 2002; Hart and Metcalfe, 2010; Higgins and Elliott, 2010).  
The flexibility offered by the use of Skype as a data gathering method meant 
that the women SEur participants were inconvenienced as little as possible by 
the interview process, whilst simultaneously being provided with increased 
flexibility in terms of time and location during the interview process (Deakin and 
Wakefield, 2013; Hanna, 2012), and effectively retaining the majority of the 
positive benefits associated with traditional face-to-face interviews (Hay-Gibson, 
2009; Sullivan, 2012). 
The development of an interview guide informed by emergent themes from the 
SE, and critical feminist literatures, as well as documents published by ‘key 
paradigm-building actors’ provided a robust theoretical and contextual base for 
the research, and the consultation process undertaken with key informants from 
within the UK SE sector – “chosen on the basis of their knowledge of [social] 
entrepreneurship” (Baughn et al, 2006: 694) – further improved the robustness 
of the methodological approach utilised. 
Finally, the application of both iterative and inductive data analysis techniques 
to within-case and between-case data scrutiny, alongside the discourse 
analysis of documentation published by ‘key paradigm-building actors’ within 
the UK SE sector, provided the study with a robust methodological foundation in 
spite of the acknowledged paucity of empirical SE research upon which to build 
new knowledge (Bull 2008; Hynes 2009; Pӓrenson, 2011), and allowed the data 
to ‘speak’ to the identified research gaps – specifically the lack of research on 
women’s SEship (Humbert, 2012; McAdam and Treanor, 2011; Teasdale et al, 
2011) – as well as to provide evidence of other gaps, unidentified in the 
literature to date. 
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Chapter Six: Findings - Political construction of SE: discursive 
and rhetorical conceptualisations of the ‘idea(l)’ of SE  
6.0 Introduction 
This chapter addresses the first and fourth objectives of the study, which 
concern the contextualisation of the contemporary SE landscape in the UK, and 
definition/meanings of SE. These topics are addressed through a detailed 
investigation of the development of the contemporary UK SE landscape through 
the presentation and critical analysis of governmental policy documents, and 
other stakeholder documentation available in the public domain. 
Alongside this, the emergent academic critique of the ‘grand narrative’ (Dey and 
Steyaert, 2010) of SE and SEship is considered, and by so doing, the 
implications of the political positioning of SE are revealed, and the politicised 
development of meanings around the terms SE and SEship over time, explored.  
Public perception and understanding of the term ‘social enterprise’, and indeed 
‘social entrepreneurship’, in the UK remains confused (HM Government, 2011; 
SEC, 2009; WISE, 2006) in spite, more than a decade ago, of governmental 
recognition that “[t]o many outside the sector, social enterprise is an unknown 
concept” (DTI, 2002: 13), and the subsequent commitment “to raise the profile 
of social enterprise through awards, media coverage, visits, speaking events 
and publications” (DTI, 2003c: 10). 
The academic SEship literature shows similar evidence of the “seemingly 
endless definitional debate among academics” (Mason, 2012: 123) around the 
topics of SE and SEship (Dacin et al, 2011; Kistruck and Beamish, 2010; 
Nicholls and Cho, 2006; Peattie and Morley, 2008; Zahra et al, 2009), with 
recent (critical) scholarship displaying “a growing desire to leave behind 
definitional debates regarding social entrepreneurship and instead focus on its 
antecedents and consequences” (Grimes et al, 2013: 460), whilst 
simultaneously reporting empirical evidence of the frustrations expressed by 
practitioners regarding lack of relevance to the enactment of SEurial activity of 
the debate (Jones and Keogh, 2006). 
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6.1 Social enterprise policy development under New Labour (1997-2010) 
and the emergent academic critique 
In early 1998, the Home Office published a press release that announced the 
recipient list of its £11 million Voluntary and Community Unit’s (VCU) grants for 
the year 1998-1999. The then Home Office Minister with responsibility for the 
voluntary sector, Alun Michael, stated that “The grant awards demonstrate the 
Government's strong commitment to the voluntary sector…[which represents] a 
powerful means of social inclusion…[investment in which] will mean better co-
ordination of existing voluntary activity and will be the springboard to 
imaginative and diverse new work” (Home Office, 1998). 
Notable amongst the award winners was the Institute for Community Studies in 
Bethnal Green, East London, which was given £30,000 towards the 
development of an “ambitious and innovative ‘School for Social Entrepreneurs’ 
that will prepare enterprising people who wish to bring their strengths to the 
voluntary sector” (Home Office, 1998).  
The concept of a school for SEurs was first mooted by Leadbeater (1997: 4) 
who recommended that the government:  
“[f]und research into the feasibility of creating a Centre for Social Entrepreneurship, 
a kind of business school for social entrepreneurs, which would service social 
entrepreneurs from the public, private and voluntary sectors”. 
Later in 1998 the Home Office published a ‘Compact on relations between the 
government and the voluntary and community sector in England’, which made 
clear the government’s vision for its work with the voluntary sector, and set out 
“the key principles and undertakings” (Home Office, 1998b: 3) of the 
relationship, alongside its aspirations for future development.  
The provision of funding for capacity development within the voluntary sector 
was specifically highlighted within the document as a key governmental 
objective, with a commitment “to pay particular regard to the concept of 
strategic funding, ensuring the continued capacity of voluntary and community 
organisations to respond to Government initiatives” (Home Office, 1998b: 5).  
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Such an assurance was consistent with the New Labour ‘third way’ approach, 
which attempted to effect a “repositioning [of] the state as a guarantor, but not 
necessarily as a provider, of public services” (Marks et al, 2007: 6). This 
repositioning occurred within a wider philosophical framework that aimed to 
seamlessly “reconcil[e] themes which in the past have been wrongly regarded 
as antagonistic” (Blair, 1998: 1), specifically around the belief that “[w]ith the 
right policies...entrepreneurial zeal can promote social justice” (ibid. 4).  
On that basis, the Compact set out the government’s uncompromising view on 
the voluntary sector as being “fundamental to the development of a democratic, 
socially inclusive society” (Home Office, 1998b: 4), asserting that third sector 
organisations already made “a major and literally incalculable contribution to the 
development of society and to the social, cultural, economic and political life of 
the nation” (ibid.: 5). 
In 1999, HM Treasury published a report entitled ‘Enterprise and social 
exclusion’, which attempted to elucidate the barriers to self-employment for 
those in receipt of state benefits, in order to “make the move from ‘benefits to 
business’ as natural and easy as the move from ‘welfare to work’” (HM 
Treasury, 1999: 3).  
Echoing the contention that enterprise activity had the ability to promote social 
justice (Blair, 1998), the report lauded the “vital role that enterprise can play in 
helping to renew our poorest and most marginal communities” (HM Treasury, 
1999: Foreword), calling for “the participation and partnership of many different 
players” alongside “the active engagement of communities themselves”, within 
the context of “a new period of innovation and experimentation” (ibid.: 
Foreword). 
In early 2000, taking the concepts set out in the (1999) ‘Enterprise and social 
exclusion’ report, the government made funding available for the development 
of a two-centre, London-based “social enterprise zone” (SEZ) (Smerdon and 
Robinson, 2004: 2). The SEZ was designed to bring to each location a 
“consortium of agencies and local people [who would] work together identifying 
and subsequently changing statutory rules or laws wherever such changes 
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[we]re likely to progress the social and economic regeneration of the 
community” (Robinson et al, 1998: 1). 
The SEZ concept was derived from the Business Enterprise Zone (BEZ) - 
developed and implemented by the Conservative government (1979-1997) - 
which had sought to “stimulate focussed economic regeneration of areas of 
depressed industrial structure” (Bennett, 1990: 388). It was developed by the 
Labour government within a policy context structured around the roll-out of 
“various new government zones” (Robinson et al, 1998: 2), in the hope that 
“[l]ike the BEZ, where statutory regulations had been relaxed to make the area 
more attractive to business, the SEZ would be an area in which local agencies 
would be given powers to bend the rules blocking regeneration” (Smerdon and 
Robinson, 2004: 3). By so doing, it was hoped that the experiences derived 
from the SEZ project would be useful in the future development of ‘evidence-
based’ governmental policy (Cabinet Office, 1999). 
At the beginning of the new millennium, the concept of SE was firmly associated 
with social regeneration (HM Treasury, 1999; Smallbone et al, 2001), resulting 
in it being largely conceived of as a means by which to stimulate locally-based 
economic (and attendant social) regeneration (Seanor and Meaton, 2008; 
Westall, 2001), often in response to acute market failure (Diochon and 
Anderson, 2009): 
“[s]ocial enterprises were portrayed by government as contributing to tackling area 
based social exclusion through providing employment; delivering services in areas 
characterised by market failure; and stimulating enterprise” (Teasdale, 2010: 9). 
Within the context of the SEZ project, locally-based economic regeneration was 
to be effected not by the creation of SEs per se, but instead through the 
application of a holistic approach to the identification and removal of barriers 
“that frustrate regeneration” (Robinson et al, 1998: 2), based upon an 
acknowledgement of the fact that “communal poverty creates and reinforces 
barriers, [and that] poverty is not just an individual problem with individual 
solutions” (ibid.: 1). 
The link between the concepts of ‘social’ and ‘enterprise’ within the SEZ project 
could therefore be seen to be fully aligned with both the government’s ‘third 
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way’ philosophy (Blair, 1998) and its published policy approach (HM Treasury, 
1999), with the focus firmly placed on the interface of “community development 
and enterprise” (Robinson et al, 1998: 1).  
The community-based, multi-agency nature of the project was such that it was 
founded upon “an integrated strategic plan that [brought] together social, 
welfare, health and education issues with enterprise, job access and creation, 
and economic development” (ibid.: 3), which served to frame the route out of 
poverty for communities - and the individuals living in them - within the wider 
socio-economic sphere based on the “deep-rooted community capacity and 
resilient partnerships between different sectors” (ibid.: 8). 
Thus, it was clear that the ‘enterprise’ aspect of the SEZ incorporated both the 
establishment of individual businesses, with the attendant creation of 
employment opportunities, and the development of social capital by which to 
assist “individuals and groups [to] develop skills and knowledge in local 
communities” (Angove, 2007: 30). Community-based enterprises were therefore 
seen as a means by which to “develop skills, create employment and foster 
pathways to integration for socially excluded people” (Smallbone et al, 2001: 
18), a contention borne-out by one of the “three key long-term tests of success” 
(Robinson et al, 1998: 22) of the SEZ, which centred on the attainment of public 
spending savings based upon “a reduction in need and an increase in 
community and private enterprise” (ibid.: 23). 
The ‘social’ aspect of the SEZ, was conceptualised within a community 
embeddedness context, such that the complexity of community poverty was 
understood as involving the interactions of, and barriers created by, “multiple 
forms of deprivation” (Robinson et al, 1998: 3). Impacted at individual, 
community, and national policy levels, it was noted that community poverty had 
remained entrenched in spite of the fact that the locality chosen for the SEZ had 
“been the recipient of every regeneration initiative since the 1960s” (Smerdon 
and Robinson, 2004: 1).  
By assuming a holistic and embedded approach to social and economic 
regeneration within the SEZ that took account of the evidenced fact that 
“[w]here jobseekers cannot find appropriate or adequate employment, welfare 
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rolls grow, regardless of the extent of policy innovation” (Theodore and Peck, 
1999: 498), and by simultaneously applying a focus on both demand-side and 
supply-side interventions through the development of employment-ready 
individuals and the creation of new and appropriate jobs (Robinson et al, 1998; 
Smerdon and Robinson, 2004), it was hoped that the failings of previous solely 
supply-side focussed policy interventions (Theodore and Peck, 1999) could be 
ameliorated, and sustainable regeneration created and maintained through the 
development of “a model of policy-making that […] would harness mainstream 
budgets in line with local needs” (Smerdon and Robinson, 2004: 31). 
Whilst the SEZ project did not focus on the development of SEs as they came 
to be understood in later years, it provided much inspiration for both the 
conceptualisation and the definition of SE developed by the Department of 
Trade and Industry (DTI), published in 2002. Foremost amongst the emergent 
themes were the concept of empowerment/service user involvement based 
upon “[t]he full and active involvement of local people” (Robinson et al, 1998: 2), 
the eschewing of profit distribution through the “reinvestment of savings, from 
public services working together, in the SEZ” (ibid.: 3) in order to underpin 
ongoing sustainability, and innovation in service planning and delivery built 
upon “a new way of thinking that can release new energies and innovations” 
(ibid.: 1).  
The specific influences and correlations between the conceptualisation and 
delivery of the SEZ project, and the formulation of SE policy, including the 
attendant DTI (2002) definition are explored later in the chapter.   
The (2000) Social Investment Task Force (SITF) report ‘Enterprising 
communities: wealth beyond welfare’ made recommendations to the 
government concerning the best ways in which to support sustainable 
community development based upon the stated belief that “[e]nterprise and 
wealth creation are vital to building sustainable communities” (SITF, 2000: 4). 
This premise clearly echoed the assertion made by Prime Minister Tony Blair, 
that “entrepreneurial zeal can promote social justice” (Blair, 1998: 4), and 
underpinned a social regeneration programme with “welfare reform at the heart 
of its political project” (Theodore and Peck, 1999: 486), based upon the 
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assertion that the lack of employment represented “the most important cause of 
deprivation and poverty” (HM Treasury, 2000: 15). 
The clear correlations evident in policy development between discourses of 
unemployment and poverty, and the job creation associated with enterprise, 
were such that “the emphasis ha[d] been on general business start-ups rather 
than self-employment as a way out of welfare dependency” (HM Treasury, 
1999: 101). Whilst contested by some academics (Theodore and Peck, 1999), 
the discourse of ‘welfare dependency’, set against that of the ‘economic 
independence’ of an earned income (Thompson and Doherty, 2006), was 
framed as a negative and passive situation to which benefits claimants were 
‘condemned’ through worklessness (Bland, 2010), or disability (Thompson and 
Doherty, 2006) to a life of poverty and lack of opportunity. As a result, 
“welfare dependency and welfare statism [were cast] as problems to be eliminated 
through a mandatory neo-liberal programme of workfarism and the introduction of 
market forces and business practices into delivery of income support and public 
services” (Jessop, 2003: 19). 
The aim of the SITF (2000) report was to explore ways in which “to create 
wealth, economic growth, employment and an improved social fabric in its most 
under-invested, that is to say its poorest, communities” (SITF, 2000: 2), with the 
document presenting “social and community enterprises” (ibid.: 18) largely in 
terms of diversified charitable organisations or co-operatives, defining them as 
“business[es] that trade in the market in order to fulfil social aims” (ibid.: 31).  
However, the report also listed three other key, defining characteristics of these 
types of organisation, which encompassed their desire to “be viable trading 
concerns”, to have “explicit social aims and [to be] accountable…for their social, 
environmental and economic impact”, and to be “autonomous organisations” 
often with inclusive “governance and ownership structures” whose profits were 
either “distributed as profit sharing to stakeholders or used to benefit the 
community” (ibid.: 31).   
These parameters made clear the assumptions informing the conceptualisation 
of what the report terms ‘community and social enterprise’; first, that community 
and social enterprises (CSEs) were effectively synonymous, and 
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interchangeable terms for organisations trading for social benefit, second, that 
CSEs were expected to be (or to achieve) sustainability as businesses in 
addition to their creation of social and environmental output (triple bottom line), 
third, that their governance structures were created to include the active 
engagement and participation of stakeholders and fourth, that profits created by 
these community-based business were either shared with stakeholders (as in 
the case of co-operatives), or used to create further social benefit with in the 
local community. 
The expectation that enterprises based in ‘the poorest communities’ could 
realistically achieve all of these outcomes seemed at best to be naïve, and yet 
the defining features of CSEs provided in the report, showed clear conceptual 
parallels with the work and ethos of the SEZ, and additionally formed the basis 
for the development and publication of the DTI definition of SE in 2002. 
In support of the remit of the report – which was to explore the development of 
debt finance for the social economy – the claim was made that “when 
[government funding or other grants] are the sole or primary source of funds [to 
CSEs] they have encouraged a culture of over-dependence, which can stifle 
enterprise and even crowd out other finance options” (ibid.: 13).  
Echoing the rhetoric associated with the provision of welfare state benefits to 
individuals, these types of statutory and philanthropic forms of financial support 
to the social economy were scathingly referred to in terms of “paternalism and 
dependence” (ibid.: 4). The proffered solution, which again reflected discourses 
around ‘welfare dependence’, was a shift “towards [a culture] of empowerment, 
entrepreneurship and initiative” (ibid.: 4), which would bring “the successful 
principles of venture capital, namely: long term equity investment; business 
support to the entrepreneur, and rapid growth potential of the company 
backed…to community investment” (ibid.: 18). 
The unquestioned assumptions made with regard to CSEs in the SITF (2000) 
report were subjected to significant critique by the academic community in the 
mid 2000s, when SE began to develop as field of academic research (Nicholls, 
2010; Short et al., 2009), the specifics of which are explored later in the chapter. 
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In 2001, the report ‘Researching social enterprise’ which was designed to be “a 
policy oriented scoping study” (Smallbone et al, 2001: 4), was published. It 
sought to provide an overview of the SE sector exploring, amongst other things, 
different types of SEs, their value and impacts, the availability of finance and 
business support to SEs, and the barriers that they faced, in order to create 
policy recommendations designed to meet their future needs. 
The ability of SEs to tackle disadvantage, with particular reference to 
regeneration, exclusion, and marginalisation was again highlighted:   
“[t]he main contributions of social enterprise are to provide goods and services 
which neither the market nor the public sector are willing and/or able to provide; to 
develop the skills of disadvantaged people; to facilitate the social and economic 
development of communities […] and more generally acting as a mechanism for 
facilitating development in disadvantaged communities” (Smallbone et al, 2001: 
13). 
The unwavering insistence within emergent policy discourses of the “vital role 
that enterprise can play in helping to renew our poorest and most marginal 
communities” (HM Treasury, 1999: Foreword) underlay the assumption noted 
by Reid and Griffith (2006: 3) that:  
“[n]ot only do local communities serve as the context for social enterprise […] but 
they comprise also the major beneficiaries, for whom many social enterprises are 
created, as well as the consumers and employees of these businesses and 
organisations”. 
This assumption in turn was informed by a ‘localism’ discourse (JRF, 2004) - as 
demonstrated by the SEZ project - whereby the government was actively:  
“engaging in the decentralization and localization of delivery systems, adopting 
new roles…as orchestrators and animateurs of local experimentation…[creating] 
initiatives [that] set great store by the empowerment of local partnerships (including 
some led by the private sector) and the encouragement of local innovation” 
(Theodore and Peck, 1999: 489). 
The themes of ‘innovation’ and ‘experimentation’ were entirely consistent with 
Labour’s third way policy approach to social regeneration, and economic 
development, which placed entrepreneurialism at its core (Blair, 1998; Labour 
1997). By conceptualising regeneration policy development within an 
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entrepreneurial paradigm founded upon “institutional logic, narratives, and 
myths of commercial entrepreneurship” (Nicholls, 2010: 621), the neoliberal 
language and the attendant conceptualisations of entrepreneurship - based 
upon concepts such as ‘innovation’ (Schumpeter, 1951), and ‘risk-taking’ 
(Knight, 1957) - could be directly transposed into the developing discourses of 
SE as a tool for social and economic regeneration. 
The (2001) report ‘Value led, market driven: social enterprise solutions to public 
policy goals’, published by the Institute for Public Policy Research, consolidated 
and extended the government’s neoliberal discourses of SE by making links 
between, for example, SE’s apparent capacity for innovation and Schumpeter’s 
(1950) theory of ‘creative destruction’: “[t]here are examples of social 
enterprises that […] destroy old ideologies and create new vehicles to pursue 
social aims” (Westall, 2001: 2).  
The report considered the potential offered by SE for “the appropriate and 
effective delivery of government services” (ibid.: 3) - an aspect of work that 
would be vigorously pursued by government in later years (HM Treasury, 2002), 
particularly in the delivery of healthcare services (Marks et al, 2007; NHS, 2008; 
SEC, 2005).  
Some of the benefits that it was suggested that SE could bring to the health and 
welfare sector were “models of health prevention involving the active 
participation of service users”, the ability to “more effectively address issues of 
‘trust’ (vis-à-vis private sector providers)”, the development of SEs whose 
outcomes could impact upon healthcare issues such as the “provision of 
energy-saving schemes or local quality food”, as well SEs “built on mutual 
structures to pool individual welfare entitlements in order to access services” 
(Westall, 2001: 13). 
Its discussion of the use of SEs for the development of human capital (Becker, 
1993) was couched in terms of personal empowerment, and social and 
economic engagement:  
“[t]hey are also part of any commitment to creating full employment…[and] 
increasing employability [by] creating appropriate employment for those who may 
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find it hard to work in mainstream businesses, or for whom there are few 
employment opportunities”  (ibid.: 3). 
Whilst discussions of the possible applications and benefits of SE activity to 
both development of service provision, and the reintegration of socially 
disadvantaged and economically marginalised people were laudable, what was 
noticeably absent in the report was any kind of in-depth, critical assessment and 
analysis of the potential barriers to the development of such SE activity, or of 
the appropriateness of schemes of the nature suggested. Such critiques did 
eventually emerge from within the academic community, and these are explored 
later in the chapter. 
In 2001, Smallbone et al published their “policy orientated scoping study” 
(Smallbone et al, 2001: 4) entitled ‘Researching social enterprise’. The purpose 
of the study was to explore SE as a part of the wider economy, with particular 
reference to:  
“the different types of social enterprise…the various contributions made by social 
enterprises…the main sponsors of social enterprise…the extent to which social 
enterprises are distinct from the general business population […] to review the 
efforts of enterprise agencies to assist social enterprises […and] to make 
recommendations concerning future research on social enterprises” (ibid.: 4).    
Similarly to Westall (2001), Smallbone et al (2001) emphasised SE’s abilities in 
“developing skills [and] creating employment (focusing particularly on the needs 
of socially excluded people) […as well as] offering work and educational 
experience to young people” (Smallbone et al, 2001: 5). SE’s capacity for 
“providing goods and services which the market or public sector is unwilling or 
unable to provide” (ibid.: 5) was also mentioned, as was its relationship to 
environmental outcomes and the so-called ‘triple bottom line’ by “encouraging 
environmentally friendly practices” (ibid.: 5). 
In exploring the value of SE, the diversity within the SE sector was highlighted 
alongside the assertion that: “[t]he potential claims of social enterprise could be 
reduced to their potential to permit the local accumulation of physical, financial, 
human and social capital, where each of these in turn refer to specific resources 
for development” (ibid.: 21).  
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It was argued that different types of SEs would ‘permit the local accumulation’ of 
different types of capital, whereby “physical capital referr[ed] to land, buildings, 
machinery, equipment, financial capital to grants, endowments and loans, 
human capital to training, education and skill enhancement, and social capital to 
trust, reciprocity and mutuality” (ibid.: 21).  
Table 6.1 below shows the different types of SEs and the types of capital 
associated with them. 
 
Table 6.1: Different types of SE and different types of capital. Note Reprinted from 
‘Researching social enterprise’, Smallbone et al, 2001, London: Centre for Enterprise and 
Economic Development Research, Middlesex University Business School. Reprinted with 
permission. 
Interestingly, the development of various types of capital by SEurs formed the 
topic of an academic paper published in 2000, in which they were described as 
“individuals who can make a difference by seeing an opportunity to do good and 
getting on with it” (Thompson et al, 2000: 330), thereby representing SEurs as a 
physical conduit for the “process” (ibid.: 329) of SEship.  
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The paper was noteworthy for the fact that it framed SEurial activity in precisely 
the same way as emergent government-driven discourses on SE, through the 
assertion that the organisations used for case studies were “‘social’ in the sense 
that they are not owned by identifiable shareholders and profit [wa]s not the 
driving objective” (ibid.: 330). Furthermore, it was claimed that they often 
operated as intermediaries (or replacements) for the provision of formerly 
statutory services “where the welfare state is unable or unwilling to help 
people…[or where] services are provided more efficiently and effectively than 
they would be if they were in state or local government hands” (ibid.: 330). 
In this way, the assertions made in the both Smallbone et al’s (2001) report, and 
Thompson et al’s (2000) academic paper, gave credence and legitimacy to the 
government’s rhetoric around SE, relating specifically to its apparent ability to 
solve entrenched social and economic problems through the development of 
various value-adding forms of capital within deprived communities.  
The construction, support, and consolidation of a conceptualisation of SE that 
appeared to represent a political “panacea” (Beckett, 2011; Sepulveda, 2009) to 
the economic (and social) ills of both deprived communities and the individuals 
within them (HM Treasury, 1999; SITF 2000) in what would later be termed the 
‘grand narrative’ (Dey and Steyaert, 2010: 85; Teasdale, 2012) of SE, 
encouraged the development of unsubstantiated myths (Dacin et al, 2011) 
relating to both the restorative social and economic powers of SE, was also 
claimed to provide an alternative solution to the delivery of services within the 
community than that offered by an apparently ailing, and cumbersome welfare 
state (Leadbeater, 1997; Thompson et al, 2000).   
In late 2001, in apparent recognition of, and response to, “the entrepreneurial 
potential of the [SE] sector” (Haugh and Kitson, 2007: 985), a designated Social 
Enterprise Unit (SEnU) was created within the (now defunct) Department of 
Trade and Industry (DTI). The positioning of the SEnU as part of the Small 
Business Service (SEC, 2005) located within the DTI, as opposed to within the 
Home Office alongside the Voluntary Services Unit (Alcock, 2010), affirmed 
both the government’s conception of SEs as “dynamic, progressive businesses 
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that we can all learn from” (DTI, 2002: 6), as well as its aspirations for SEs to 
become an “integral and dynamic part” (ibid.: 6) of the wider economy. 
The SEnU’s role was to “act as the focal point for th[e] co-ordination […] 
development and implementation of new policies and programmes for social 
enterprise” (DTI, 2002: 19), in support of the government’s desire to “embed 
social enterprise on the policy landscape” (Teasdale, 2012: 108). As such, it 
was the source of both of the major SE policy documents released by the 
Labour government; the first being the (2002) ‘Social enterprise: a strategy for 
success’ published whilst the SEnU was still located within the DTI, and the 
second being the (2006) ‘Social enterprise action plan: scaling new heights’ by 
which time SEnU had been incorporated into the newly-formed Office of the 
Third Sector (OTS). 
The year 2001, was a general election year and whilst SE was not specifically 
mentioned in the Labour Party election manifesto ‘Ambitions for Britain’ (Labour, 
2001), the theme of enterprise ran throughout the document, reiterating the 
rhetoric of Prime Minister Tony Blair’s aforementioned Fabian Society-published 
pamphlet (Blair, 1998) by firmly asserting that “fairness and enterprise go 
together” (Labour, 2001: 8), thereby associating enterprise with “innovation 
[…and] skill development” (ibid.: 13). 
There emerged a strong conceptual link within the manifesto between the 
government rhetoric-driven emergent discourses of SE evident elsewhere, and 
the discourses of mainstream enterprise to which the manifesto made liberal 
reference. Statements in key policy areas such as regeneration included, for 
example, references made to farmers’ apparent ability to create “economic 
renewal” (ibid. 15) within rural communities through the diversification of “part of 
their activity into other enterprises” (ibid.: 15), which were similarly echoed in 
relation to innovation in public service delivery, whereby it was suggested that a 
“‘spirit of enterprise’ should apply as much to public service as to business” 
(ibid.: 17). 
The Labour Party were successfully re-elected to Parliament in 2001, and 
therefore continued their policy development in relation to SE. In April 2002, the 
DTI and the Co-Operative Group provided joint funding for the establishment of 
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the London-based Social Enterprise Coalition (SEC) (DTI, 2002), whose role 
was to provide a ‘mouthpiece’ for the SE sector, and so:  
“to influence the policy agenda to improve the environment for social enterprises, to 
promote and raise awareness of social enterprise, to spread best practice and to 
build the evidence base on social enterprise” (Shah, 2009: 104). 
Drawing its original membership from amongst the “umbrella organisations 
working in the field of social enterprise, partnership organisations that promote 
the development of social enterprise, and individual social enterprises” (DTI, 
2002: 75), and with close links to Social Enterprise London (SEL) (Bland, 2010) 
- an organisation formed “by a merger of two co-operative development 
agencies in London around 1997” (Teasdale, 2010: 8) – the SEC sought “to 
provide a unified voice for the sector when dealing with the government and 
other stakeholders” (Haugh and Kitson, 2007: 985). 
The provision of funding for the establishment of the SEC provided further 
evidence of the government’s commitment to laying “the foundations…for a 
stronger social enterprise sector” (HM Treasury, 1999: 5), and to establishing 
“social enterprise as a clear priority” (Timms, 2002) within policy-making circles. 
In a speech to the 2002 DTI Conference made by the then Secretary of State 
for Trade and Industry, Patricia Hewett, confirmation was given that “there is no 
doubt at all that […] social enterprise is very firmly on the Prime Minister’s radar 
screen” (Hewett, 2002), and in October of the same year, the government 
launched the UK’s first ever SE policy document: ‘Social enterprise: a strategy 
for success’ (DTI, 2002).  
6.2 Politically defining SE in the UK 
In addition to outlining the government’s intentions for the SE sector, the ‘Social 
enterprise: a strategy for success’ document also provided the first ‘official’ 
definition of SE: 
“[s]ocial enterprise is a business with primarily social objectives whose surpluses 
are principally reinvested for that purpose in the business or in the community, 
rather than being driven by the need to maximise profit for shareholders and 
owners” (DTI, 2002: 7). 
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The definition emerged as the “result of a consultation process involving a wide 
range of sector leaders” (Jones and Keogh, 2006: 18), but was nevertheless not 
unproblematic in its development. Indeed, it was only after a period of vigorous 
lobbying by the co-operative movement concerned about the possible exclusion 
of “worker co-operatives whose members have a financial stake in the 
enterprise” (Teasdale, 2012: 111), that a decision was made for the “definition 
[to be] kept deliberately open to allow a wide range of organisations that define 
themselves as social enterprises to be included” (Lyon and Sepulveda, 2009: 
85).  
The DTI (2002) definition brought together aspects of various definitions of SE 
previously published in governmental reports, as shown in Figures 6.2 and 6.3 
and in Table 6.4 on the following pages. By exploring the provenance of each of 
the features of the DTI (2002) definition, it is possible to show how the 
conceptualisation of SE changed over the course of the four years from when it 
was first mentioned in the (1999) HM Treasury policy document ‘Enterprise and 
social exclusion’, to when the SEnU’s (DTI) official definition was published in 
the ‘Social enterprise strategy’ in 2002. 
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Figure 6.2: Defining ‘social enterprise’: a timeline from UK policy documents and government-endorsed support organisations (1999-2001) 
 
     1999               2000                   2001               2001 
"Social Enterprises are 
competitive businesses, owned 
and trading for a social purpose. 
They seek to succeed as 
businesses by establishing a 
market share and making a 
profit. Social Enterprises 
combine the need to be 
successful businesses with 
social aims. They emphasise 
the long-term benefits for 
employees, consumers and the 
community." (SBS definition, 
quoted in Smallbone et al, 2001: 
14) 
“Social enterprises are 
businesses run for a social 
objective, rather than for the 
sake of profits to be distributed 
to shareholders.” (HM Treasury, 
1999: 14) 
 
“The term ‘social and community  
enterprise’ is used in this report 
to describe business[es] that 
trade in the market in order to 
fulfil social aims…[which] seek 
to be viable trading concerns, 
have explicit social aims and are 
accountable to their members 
and the wider community for 
their social, environmental and 
economic impact, and are 
autonomous organisations, 
often with governance and 
ownership structures based on 
participation by stakeholder 
groups or by trustees and with 
profits distributed as profit 
sharing to stakeholders or used 
for the benefit of the community” 
(SITF, 2000: 31) 
 
“[I]t makes sense to see social 
enterprise as a useful but loose 
umbrella term which describes 
organisations that are 
enterprising in their mode of 
operation and which exist 
primarily for a social aim” 
(Westall, 2001: 25) 
 ‘Enterprise and social exclusion’          ‘Enterprising communities’  ‘Researching social enterprise’         ‘Value led, market driven’ 
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     2002             2002                       2002           2002 
“Social enterprises are 
businesses which compete with 
statutory, private and charitable 
bodies in order to generate 
profits with which to fund their 
social and environmental aims.” 
(SEC definition, cited in Liberal 
Democrats, 2010: 6) 
“Social enterprise is a business 
with primarily social objectives 
whose surpluses are principally 
reinvested for that purpose in 
the business or in the 
community, rather than being 
driven by the need to maximise 
profit for shareholders and 
owners” (DTI, 2002: 7) 
“The term [SE] is used to 
describe organisations which 
trade for a social purpose and 
which are largely self-financing.” 
(Cabinet Office, 2002: 14) 
Social enterprises are not for 
profit businesses driven by 
social objectives.” (HM 
Treasury, 2002: 23) 
                  Social Enterprise Coalition       ‘Private action, public benefit’       ‘The role of the VCS in service     ‘Social enterprise: a strategy  
    delivery’     for success’ 
Figure 6.3: Defining ‘social enterprise’: a timeline from UK policy documents and government-endorsed support organisations (2002) 
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Essentially, the DTI (2002) definition made four contentions which were: that 
SEs were businesses (as opposed to the more generic and inclusive 
‘organisations’); that they traded in support of social objectives; 3) that they 
used their profits to create financial sustainability and further their social 
mission; and 4) that they were not initiated in pursuit of personal wealth 
generation for owners/shareholders.     
 
Table 6.4: Defining features of SE drawn from the UK policy documents and government-
endorsed support organisations 
Many of the conceptions of SE drawn upon in the development of the DTI 
(2002) definition, located SE “within community (economic) development with its 
political agenda of alternative democratic structures and processes” (Parkinson, 
2005: 5) which, as mentioned previously, was strongly “associated with a neo-
liberal discourse promoting the power of business to achieve fundamental social 
change” (Teasdale, 2012: 100). 
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In order to remain consistent with the ‘third way’ philosophy, the Labour 
government had to build SE policy around an “insistence that social enterprises 
are businesses” (Jones and Keogh, 2006: 18), whilst simultaneously rendering 
the existence and management of a double (or triple) bottom line (Doherty et al, 
2009; Nielsen and Samia, 2008) unproblematic (Cornelius et al, 2008): 
“[t]here is no reason why social enterprises should not be professional and 
commercial in their work while being social in their outcomes as they grow. 
Accordingly, there is no good reason why they should not be creating jobs and 
wealth, as well as having social impact” (Harding and Cowling, 2004: 9). 
Whilst the DTI (2002) provision of an officially sanctioned definition of SE 
(Mawson, 2010) provided a common, policy-based frame of reference for SE 
within the UK, the research community was divided on its usefulness, putting 
forth arguments ranging on the one hand from critiques relating to the political 
implication of the “scope for subsequent reinterpretation by government as to 
what is and is not a social enterprise” (Teasdale et al, 2013: 2), to arguments 
supporting the pursuit of a definition based on “clearly defin[ed] (rather than 
typical or desirable) characteristics” (Peattie and Morley, 2008: 95-96). 
To date, the definitional debate continues to rage (Dacin et al, 2011; Kistruck 
and Beamish, 2010) and will be discussed later in the chapter within a 
framework based upon the assertion that “amidst the current definitional 
landscape three main foci can be discerned: the economic entity (a social 
enterprise), the individual (social entrepreneur), and the process [social 
entrepreneurship]” (Diochon and Anderson, 2009: 8-9).   
In 2003, the DTI commissioned a report from the Bank of England (BoE) to 
explore the demand and supply of external sources of finance to the SE sector 
(BoE, 2003). The DTI (2002) policy document had concluded that “many social 
enterprises are undercapitalised and struggle to access external finance, 
particularly when starting up, growing or moving away from grant dependency” 
(DTI, 2002: 64), and in line with the then Prime Minister Tony Blair’s 
commitment to “provide a more enabling environment, [and] to help social 
enterprises become better businesses” (ibid.: 5), tasked the BoE with 
“review[ing] the provision of debt and equity finance to social enterprises, 
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including that offered by CDFIs, mainstream banks, business angels, venture 
capitalists and others” (ibid.: 68). 
The BoE report specifically acknowledged the existence of a definitional debate 
around SE, asserting that “[t]he purpose of this review is not to reopen or 
engage in the debate on what constitutes a social enterprise” (BoE, 2003: 6), 
and chose to apply the DTI (2002) definition of SE in order to operationalise the 
mandated research. 
The report reflected the conception of SEs as largely being “in transition from 
their beginnings as voluntary sector organisations, dependent largely on grants 
and volunteers…working to increase traded income” (DTI, 2002: 13), rather 
than being businesses established specifically to meet a social need. This view 
was consistent with the US-style approach to wider social welfare reform 
pursued by the Labour government (SITF, 2000), and more specifically with the:  
“US tendency to define social enterprises as non-profit organizations more oriented 
towards the market and developing ‘earned income strategies’ as a response to 
decreasing public subsidies and to the limits of private grants from foundations” 
(Defourny and Nyssens, 2010: 231). 
The conception of SEs as largely grant-reliant organisations seeking to create 
“revenue generation strategies through trading” (DiDomenico et al, 2010: 682) 
had important implications for the development of SE policy, particularly around 
the perceived need for access to finance (HM Treasury, 1999; SITF, 2000; 
Smallbone et al, 2001; DTI, 2002).  
6.2.1 SEs as businesses 
The Labour government’s insistence on viewing SEs as, first and foremost, 
businesses meant that their assessment of SEs needs was based on a 
business-oriented, entrepreneurial paradigm that deemed it “important to 
emphasise the degree of commonality with other businesses” (HM Treasury, 
1999: 14) that SEs apparently demonstrated. The policy focus on the 
development of finance provision was pursued as a direct result of the 
government’s aforementioned conceptualisation of SEs as businesses, which 
were known to often require “access to finance, both for start-up and for 
subsequent development” (Smallbone et al, 2001: 8). It also acknowledged that 
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for mainstream Small and Medium Enterprises (SMEs) “banks are the main 
source of outside finance for new and growing businesses” (HM Treasury, 
1999: foreword), and by instigating a BoE investigation of financing for SEs 
based on evidence gathered from mainstream SMEs, thereby affirmed its 
assumption of the presence of more similarities than differences between SEs 
and mainstream SME enterprises (Diochon and Anderson, 2009; Shaw and 
Carter, 2007).  
The issue of the similarities and differences between SEs and mainstream SME 
enterprises formed a significant part of early research work on SEs within the 
academic community (Moizer and Tracey, 2010) as a common 
conceptualisation and definition for SE were sought (Diochon and Anderson, 
2011; Teasdale, 2012). However, whereas the research topic provoked debate 
within the academic literature ranging from the assertion that “the complexity of 
social enterprise is more than simply an extra dimension to business” (Diochon 
and Anderson, 2011: 96), to a contention that “the definition of entrepreneurship 
might be modified to include the creation of ‘social and economic value’ and 
may thus be applied to both private, entrepreneurial ventures as well as social 
enterprises” (Chell, 2007: 5), the government remained unequivocal in its 
presentation of SEs as “like any other business” (DTI, 2002: 9), demanding that 
they “see themselves as businesses, seek to become more professional, and 
continuously raise their standards of performance and their ambitions” (ibid.: 
29).  
The anomalies between the business-like rhetoric, and the reported realities of 
the emergent SE sector were striking (Mawson, 2010; Parkinson, 2005), and 
were particularly evident amongst, and between, government-sponsored 
reports. Examples of these disparities included the questions raised with regard 
to the meaningfulness of debt/equity finance provision to organisations 
“providing services that are not profitable enough to attract private sector firms” 
(HM Treasury, 1999: 14), or whose “financial returns are insufficiently attractive 
for lenders and equity providers” (Smallbone et al, 2001: 86), alongside 
conflicting claims that, for example, “property assets and property-based 
lending are generally a crucial feature of social and community enterprise” 
(SITF, 2000: 11) but that “typically a combination of status and collateral issues 
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[amongst surveyed SEs] had restricted access from [banks]” (Smallbone et al, 
2001: 25).  
Other conflicts emerged that highlighted claims that on the one hand “High 
Street banks [we]re active in providing finance to enterprises in deprived areas” 
(HM Treasury, 1999: 71), whilst other reports contended that “in the UK there is 
no public knowledge of the lending patterns of individual banks in specific 
communities” (SITF, 2000: 14). 
The governmental justifications for the development of ‘access to finance’ 
policies for enterprises operating in deprived communities appeared dubious 
when acknowledgement was made of the conflicts evident in the claims made in 
various reports, and when it was accepted that such businesses rarely had 
either sufficient collateral to secure commercial loans, or the ability to generate 
sufficient profit to service a debt.  
When recognition was given to the reported fact of the existence of a 
“knowledge gap, with little research carried out on enterprise formation and 
capital requirements in under-invested communities” (SITF, 2000: 18), and the 
fact that SEs were largely considered to be trading organisations spun-off from 
charities which often suffered from “a lack of business focus” (DTI, 2002: 61), 
compounded by a “lack of financial skills in many social enterprises” (SITF, 
2000: 64), then the political drive to provide debt finance to SEs seemed 
unmatched by supporting evidence of need. 
When the multiple contradictions outlined above were considered alongside the 
assertion that “[b]usiness sectors with high potential for social and community 
entrepreneurs [include] the provision of basic, everyday services such as 
laundry, cleaning, gardening, and childcare” (SITF, 2000: 11), and that “people 
in deprived areas are themselves capital poor” (HM Treasury, 1999: 10), it was 
hard to imagine a situation in which SEs operating within, and for the benefit of, 
deprived communities could ever reach a stage of ongoing, sustainable self-
funding, let alone additionally produce sufficient profit to be able to properly 
service a repayable, and interest-accruing,  debt.  
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Indeed, the publication of the BoE report provided some interesting results 
which cast further doubt on the assumptions that had underpinned government-
driven understandings of SE evidenced up to that point. Contrary to the 
assumption that, like mainstream SMEs, SEs could be expected to routinely 
require access to debt/equity finance, it was found that “fewer social enterprises 
than SMEs had sought external finance” (BoE, 2003: 57). The recommendation 
made in response to this finding was not a suggestion that SEs’ differences 
from mainstream SMEs might mean that they had less requirement for external 
finance, but rather that policy intervention should focus on the need “to build 
demand for non-grant finance” (ibid.: 58). 
The widespread presence of a business and financial skills deficit on SE Boards 
was noted, as was the fact that “[f]or some social enterprises, the business 
activity may not be sufficiently developed to enable the enterprise to service a 
loan” (ibid.: 58). Again, the recommendation made in the report was not to 
critically explore the assumption that SEs would generally be capable of 
servicing debt finance given enough time to develop their business, but rather 
that business support should be provided, which would “concentrate on building 
up an enterprise’s trading activity” (ibid.: 58) and thus “increase investment 
readiness” (ibid.: 58). 
The problems associated with managing diverse funding streams were also 
mentioned in the report, with specific reference to the fact that: 
“[b]orrowing [from financial institutions] tends to be used to meet cash flow 
requirements (that sometimes arise as a result of grant payments made in arrears) 
or to purchase or develop assets” (ibid.: 59). 
The conflicting demands of philanthropic funding and debt finance streams were 
further elucidated, and the vicious cycle facing SEs of trying to manage dual 
funding streams whilst attempting to develop their business and achieve 
sustainability was highlighted:   
“we encountered several…cases in which social enterprises have been unable to 
borrow against assets purchased with grant money, because of the grant funder’s 
concern to ensure that the assets [we]re retained for the purpose for which they were 
intended” (ibid.: 61). 
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Thus, what the BoE (2003) report revealed was that SEs often used grant 
funding to purchase assets, which for mainstream SMEs would represent fixed 
assets against which debt finance could be secured. However, because the 
terms of the grants provided to the SEs often formed an asset lock – which, as 
highlighted above, prevented the fixed asset from being sold or used for any 
‘purpose [than that] for which they were intended’ – the SE was effectively 
prevented from using such assets as surety against commercial debt finance.  
Indeed, on the basis of the revelation of this particular problem, the report 
specifically suggested that “the ‘asset lock’ included in the terms of the 
proposed Community Interest Company [a proposed new legal form for SEs] 
should not preclude those assets from being used as collateral for loan finance” 
(BoE, 2003: 61). The further conclusion that debt finance was often ‘used [by 
SEs] to meet cash flow requirements’ which problems were acknowledged to 
‘sometimes’ occur as a direct result of retrospective grant payments, 
demonstrated the perpetual vicious cycle of financial insecurity facing many 
SEs, without offering any meaningful solution. 
Figure 6.5 on the following page demonstrates the myriad, interrelated barriers 
revealed by the BoE (2003) report, that “grant dependent voluntary sector 
bodies” (DTI, 2002: 61) faced in attempting to develop “a trading strategy in 
order to secure a more sustainable income stream” (BoE, 2003: 57).  
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Figure 6.5: The interplay of barriers faced by SEs seeking loan finance from banks 
The fact that lending banks were reported to require “a clearer means of 
distinguishing social enterprises from other borrowers” (BoE, 2003: 60), 
suggested that like the general public, they had a poor general understanding 
SE – a finding echoed in the DTI (2002) document – and further implied that 
contrary to governmental rhetoric, both the lending banks and the BoE 
considered SE to be sufficiently different in nature from mainstream SMEs as to 
require (or be entitled to) differential treatment.  
The notion of the ‘difference’ of SE was also highlighted in the HM Treasury 
(2002) report which, when discussing the business support and training needs 
of SEs, suggested that “there needs to be more training of Business Links [a 
national, government-funded SME business development service] advisers on 
how to work with social enterprises” (HM Treasury, 2002: 24). Similarly, the DTI 
(2002) document sought to highlight the “particular characteristics and needs of 
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social enterprise” (DTI, 2002: 8), whilst simultaneously asserting the similarity of 
SE to mainstream SMEs (Teasdale, 2010). 
Perhaps the most significant challenge to the legitimacy of governmental 
rhetoric around SE to emerge from the BoE (2003) report was the identified lack 
of business skills amongst SEs, which was attributed to the fact that “many 
managers and trustees come from the voluntary sector and may not have 
previous business experience” (BoE, 2003: 33). 
The same issue was highlighted in the DTI (2002) document, which stated that 
“[t]he Government acknowledges that, at present, too many social enterprises 
appear to have underdeveloped financial management and business planning 
skills” (DTI, 2002: 68), as well as in the Smallbone et al (2001) report, where 
skills-development needs within SEs were identified in such diverse areas as 
“marketing, business planning […] management skills […and] staff and 
volunteer recruitment and training” (Smallbone et al, 2001: 44). 
The knock-on effects, in terms of access to debt finance, of the lack of business 
acumen within many SE Boards (illustrated in Figure 6.6 on the next page) 
shows how the micro level financial skills deficit would translate into meso level 
access-to-finance barriers, which in turn would reinforce SEs’ lack of credibility 
with lenders (BoE, 2003; HM Treasury, 2002), and thereby create a second 
level of exclusion around bank-supplied debt funding for SEs.  
 
180 
 
 
Figure 6.6: Information/skills deficit within and between banks and SEs creates self-
reinforcing cycles of negative behaviours  
However, in spite of the clearly widely-acknowledged paucity of business skills 
within the SE sector at the time alongside the problems that these were shown 
to cause, the political rhetoric rendered such issues invisible with the creation of 
the aforementioned “grand narrative of social entrepreneurship [which] 
comprise[d], among other things, a high level of univocity, unambiguousness, 
one-sidedness as well as a quasi-religious makeover” (Dey and Steyaert, 2010: 
88).  
The year 2004 saw the publication by the DTI of a ‘good practice guide’ to 
collecting comparable data on SE activity in the UK in order “to help strengthen 
the evidence base of this vibrant sector” (DTI, 2004: 3). Aimed at “regional and 
local bodies” (DTI, 2004: 5) wishing to conduct scoping exercises of SEs and 
wider third sector, the publication was informed by findings from the DTI-
commissioned ECOTEC (2003) document and provided consolidated 
information that reflected the government’s SE agenda, and its attendant 
conceptualisation of SE. 
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The main section of the document laid out the parameters within which 
organisations could be assessed for potential inclusion in the SE sector. The 
main criterion suggested for inclusion, was adherence to the DTI (2002) 
definition of SE, which could be confirmed by the application of three ‘tests’. The 
first of these related to ‘registration’ – specifically the formal registration of an 
organisation with Companies House – which it was claimed “indicate[d] both a 
degree of permanence and that the organisation ha[d] defined its core values 
through a process of constitution” (DTI, 2004: 9).  
Particular legal forms such as Companies Limited by Guarantee, Industrial and 
Provident Societies, and Community Interest Companies (CICs) were proffered 
as being clearly indicative of DTI-compliant SE status, but researchers were 
advised to consider including “qualifying social enterprises which adopt 
alternative forms of legal status, such as those which are registered as 
Companies Limited by Shares” (ibid.: 9). 
Such advice made clear the almost all-encompassing nature of the ‘legal form’ 
approach to identifying SEs, which effectively only excluded sole traders and 
publically limited companies. As Teasdale (2010) noted, the fact that since “no 
legal form [is] used exclusively by social enterprises […] any attempt to count 
the number of social enterprises [is potentially] an exercise in futility” (Teasdale, 
2010: 14). 
The second test for compliance was the ‘trading’ test, from which it was 
concluded that “[s]ocial enterprises with trading income of 50% and above 
should be included as part of the core group” (DTI, 2004: 9). Within the 
definition provided, trading income was limited to income earned through the 
provision (sale) of goods and services, with all non-earned income including 
“grants, subsidies, supporters’ membership fees, voluntary contributions and 
fundraising” (ibid.: 9) excluded. However, as before, a further suggestion was 
made to the effect that “you may wish to collect information on social 
enterprises with income under 50%, for example to cover ‘emerging’ or 
‘fledgling’ social enterprises” (ibid.: 9).  
The third and final test was called ‘pursuit of a social aim’, and sought to 
exclude from consideration, all organisations that did not trade primarily in 
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support of a social or environmental mission, and which did not reinvest 
generated surpluses in the business, or in the community, in support of its 
stated social mission.  
However, what the compliancy tests revealed was not so much how SEs could 
be identified, but rather how difficult it was to identify them. Whilst the general 
rule might hold that certain legal forms, combined with official registration, might 
indicate an SE, the reality was that there was no definitive way by which to 
identify one with absolute certainty using such measures. Similarly, although a 
50% minimum trading income was suggested as a potential ‘marker’ of SE 
activity, it was simultaneously acknowledged that less established SEs, which 
might have a lower level of earned income, should nevertheless not be 
precluded from inclusion.  
Finally, the claim was made that SEs should demonstrate the primacy of a 
social aim – which may or may not be explicitly stipulated as part of the required 
incorporation process – and that surpluses made should be reinvested “in the 
business or in the community, in pursuit of these [social] objectives” (DTI, 2004: 
9). However, such ‘defining features’ were proffered in spite of the 
acknowledgement of the existence within the SE community of ‘alternative 
forms of legal status’ including Companies Limited by Share which, by nature, 
would require the payment of dividends to shareholders, and could legitimately 
provide owner/shareholders with a means by which to engage in unethical 
behaviours such as income tax avoidance.  
It could therefore be seen that whilst the three compliancy tests were presented 
as a means by which to identify an apparently robust ‘core group’ when 
undertaking SE-based research, their general applicability was highly 
questionable as a result of the exceptions attendant upon every rule proposed. 
Their usefulness was therefore uncertain, and even though the document 
admonished readers to ensure that “only those organisations which satisfy all 
three tests should be included as part of the core group” (DTI, 2004: 8), the 
ultimate evidence of the contradictory nature of the government’s discursive 
construction of SE was demonstrated with the offering of a get-out clause that 
effectively rendered all the previous guidance meaningless: “you may wish to 
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incorporate additional flexibility and collect information on social enterprises 
falling outside the tests” (ibid.: 8).  
The obvious confusion associated with the process of identifying SEs through 
the application of the three tests (and their exceptions), and the associated 
acknowledgement of the difficulty in defining SE activity in any way 
meaningfully,  was ultimately rendered ‘unproblematic’ through the discursive 
normalisation of the difficulties associated with the “dynamic sector” (DTI, 2004: 
8) represented by SE, which, it was claimed, would ‘naturally’ require “some 
flexibility in categorisation” (ibid: 8).  
In late 2004, the DTI published the first in a planned series of ‘fact sheets’, 
entitled ‘An introduction to Community Interest Companies’. The document 
presented an overview of the “new type of company for those wishing to 
establish social enterprises” (DTI, 2004b: 2), and sought to both raise 
awareness of the new legal form, and to disseminate information relating to the 
specifics of the Community Interest Company (CIC).  
Marketed to “those who wish to work within the relative freedom of the familiar 
limited company framework without either the private profit motive or charity 
status” (ibid.: 2), an interesting side-effect to the creation of the CIC was its 
ability to represent a resolution to the definitional dilemmas exposed by the SE 
mapping agenda.  
The ambiguity and imprecision associated with attempting to identify SEs based 
on legal form was resolved through the creation of “a form of limited liability 
company […] limited by guarantee or shares” (SEUK, 2012: 12) conceived 
purposely and uniquely with SE activity in mind (DTI, 2005; Park and Wilding, 
2012).  
The CIC’s ‘community interest test’ provided evidence that the organisation 
would “pursue purposes beneficial to the community and w[ould] not serve an 
unduly restricted group of beneficiaries” (DTI, 2004b: 6), thereby meeting the 
‘primarily social objectives’ part of the DTI (2002) definition of SE, whilst the 
‘asset lock’, designed “to ensure that the assets of the CIC (including any profits 
or other surpluses generated by its activities) [we]re used for the benefit of the 
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community” (BIS, 2010: 14), met the DTI (2002) requirement that “surpluses 
[be] principally reinvested for that [social] purpose in the business or in the 
community” (DTI, 2002: 6). 
Thus, the creation of the CIC – approved by Parliament in 2004 (Defourny and 
Nyssens, 2008), and officially launched in 2005 (DTI, 2005) – served political 
ends at several levels by, for example, providing a means by which to 
“complement government services at the community level in areas such as 
childcare provision, social housing, community transport or leisure” (Galera and 
Borzaga, 2009: 223), further demonstrating the government’s support and 
legitimisation of SE through its “use [of] legislation to support the development 
of social enterprise” (Nicholls and Pharoah, 2008: 43), providing an 
uncompromisingly business-oriented model for nascent SEs that would “not 
have the benefits of charitable status, even if their objects are entirely charitable 
in nature” (DTI, 2004b: 9), and presenting a means by which to apparently 
“reconcile the inherent tensions between having a business focus and providing 
social benefit” (Mason et al, 2007: 286). 
2004 also saw the publication of a Social Enterprise London (SEL) document 
entitled ‘The social enterprise starting point guide’, within which the issue of the 
paucity of robust business knowledge within the SE sector re-emerged. 
“[A]imed at social entrepreneurs [defined as] anyone with an idea for making 
money and using it to benefit others in some way” (SEL, 2004: 1), it sought to 
“offer guidance on the sort of things you need to think about when starting out 
on your journey to set up a social enterprise” (ibid.: 1). 
What emerged was less a ‘how to’ guide than a ‘dummies’ guide which 
proffered the most basic of common-sense information, for example, the 
‘financials’ section declared (in a pink, highlighted font) that “there must be more 
money coming in than going out, otherwise even the most committed or well 
intentioned social enterprise will be unable to keep going, let alone make a 
profit” (ibid.: 13).  
Whilst such a message was, without doubt, a key point to raise in terms of 
organisational sustainability, it nevertheless demonstrated an explicit 
acknowledgement of the dismal lack of even the most basic grasp of business 
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economics amongst the target audience, and suggested through its use of 
gendered font colour that the target audience was women.   
The assumed lack of even the most rudimentary knowledge of financial matters 
by SEL amongst potential SEurs represented a repetition of the disjuncture 
between the political rhetoric of SE, which sought to create a seamless “plot 
that promise[d] improvement while radiating an aura of success” (Dey and 
Steyaert, 2010: 89), seen in the BoE (2003) document, and the reality faced by 
SE support and development organisations.  
Indeed, the noted lack of business skills and experience in SEs appeared to 
mirror those experienced by mainstream start-up enterprises (HM Treasury, 
1999), a fact noted by Bull (2006: 14) who asserted that “social enterprise 
businesses will not necessarily thrive naturally and need structures to nurture 
and support them”. Further managerial knowledge gaps were also identified in 
relation to the complexities associated with the management of a double/triple 
bottom line (DTI, 2002; Moizier and Tracey, 2010), the tensions of effectively 
managing the use of mixed revenue streams (Dees and Battle Anderson, 2003; 
Weerawardena et al, 2010), and the human resource management challenges 
relating to the use of volunteer staff within the voluntary/third sector as a whole 
(HM Treasury, 2002; Machin and Ellis Paine, 2008).  
What this situation showed was that the Labour government was invested in the 
development of a discourse of SE that presented as unproblematic, the 
“managerially defined rhetoric […] used to promote efficiency, business 
discipline and financial independence” (Parkinson and Howarth, 2008: 285), 
whilst simultaneously engaging in the development of “specific policy tools [to] 
promote [the] business practices” (Carmel and Harlock, 2008: 164) seen to be 
lacking within the sector. 
In support of the need to “translate documentary rhetoric into practical reality” 
(Alcock, 2010: 9), the government deployed publically-funded ‘capacity building’ 
initiatives (Newis and Bansall, 2004; Peattie and Morley, 2008) including the 
‘Futurebuilders’ fund (HM Treasury, 2002), which specifically sought to “build 
the [wider] voluntary sector’s capacity to be involved in public service provision” 
(SITF, 2003: 11), and made a “commitment that support for social enterprise 
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should be written into each of the business plans of the forty-five Business Links 
that operate[d] throughout England” (DTI, 2002: 36). 
6.3 The Social Entrepreneurship Monitor 
In 2004, the first Social Entrepreneurship Monitor for the UK was published. 
Based on data derived from the UK component of the Global Entrepreneurship 
Monitor (GEM) dataset, the report sought to explore SE activity in the UK 
through the analysis of data relating to self-reported instances of both “nascent”, 
and “established, owner managed” (Harding and Cowling, 2004: 12) SEurial 
activity.  
As the first attempt to measure SEurial activity on a national basis in the UK, the 
study highlighted some interesting findings, the first of note was that at the time 
of data collection (2003), there appeared to be more people engaged in the 
“social entrepreneurial activity” (SEA) (ibid.: 5) than there was in mainstream 
entrepreneurial activity:  
“6.6% of the UK population are engaged in some form of activity that has 
community or social goals at its heart…[which] rate is slightly higher than the 
overall level of total entrepreneurial activity (TEA)” (ibid.: 14). 
Admittedly, “[t]he SEA index [wa]s based on as broad a definition of social 
entrepreneurship as possible, derived from the GEM definition of 
entrepreneurship” (ibid.: 5), and based on positive responses to either of the 
following two questions: “Are you, alone or with others, currently trying to start 
any kind of social, voluntary or community service, activity or initiative?” or “Are 
you, alone or with others, currently managing any such social, voluntary or 
community service, activity or initiative?” (ibid.: 5). 
Subsequent questions were used to identify SE activity conforming to the DTI 
(2002) definition, and to delineate socially-focussed activity occurring on a 
spectrum that covered organisations with “all public revenue sources, all private 
revenue sources, but no sales, some public and some sale revenue (mixed 
social enterprises), [and] all sales revenue (full social enterprises)” (Harding and 
Cowling, 2004: 7).  
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Organisations which claimed to derive at least some of their income from ‘sales 
revenue’ comprised 52.5% (ibid.: 24) of the part of the research cohort that also 
responded positively to the questions (listed above) relating to engagement with 
a ‘social, voluntary or community service, activity or initiative’. However, whilst 
those organisations were subsequently identified as SEs, the definition of SE 
used in the study was not the 2002 DTI definition of SE, but rather came from a 
previous report by Harding (2004) entitled ‘Social enterprise: the new economic 
engine’, describing them as “businesses generating revenue from their activities 
that can be reinvested in their business or their community to meet their social 
goals” (Harding, 2004: 41). 
Whilst the definition applied in the study was not markedly different from the DTI 
(2002) definition (which was also cited), it made no explicit mention of a lack of 
motive by owners to maximise profit for their own benefit, simply indicating that 
revenue ‘can be reinvested in their business or their community’ (emphasis 
added) in support of social goals. By not precluding the personal profit motive, 
the potential number of organisations that could claim to have at least some 
level of ‘social goals’ that they supported through trading activity was made 
exponentially larger than even the DTI (2002) definition allowed, positioning the 
applied definition as less of an ‘umbrella’ than a ‘catch-all’ for any respondent 
who felt that their organisation produced social value.  
The figure of slightly in excess of 50% of the total SEA activity that comprised 
the group identified as SEs, appeared to confirm the assertion made the 
previous year by Prime Minister Tony Blair that SEs represented “only a small 
part of our economy” (DTI, 2002: 5). However, in spite of the acknowledgement 
that the number of SEs identified through the questionnaire process - 
approximately 3% of the SEA - was “too small to provide reliable estimates of 
percentages” (Harding and Cowling, 2004: 24) of SEs in five out of the twelve 
areas surveyed, the report nevertheless claimed that “[t]he material on social 
organisations presents a picture of a buoyant market with substantial numbers 
of social enterprises as defined in the literature and policy documentation” (ibid.: 
24). 
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The second interesting finding to emerge from the study related to an 
interesting pattern of revenue generation according to the age of the SEs 
identified. The report noted that “[t]he data presented here suggest that more 
established social organisations are more likely to be taking money from public 
sources than socially oriented start-ups” (ibid.: 24), which was interpreted by the 
authors as evidence of the fact that whilst established social organisations were 
still heavily reliant on unearned income, start-up SEs were increasingly being 
established specifically as income-generating businesses with social and/or 
environmental aims.  
This finding was very much in line with governmental rhetoric on SE which, 
whilst acknowledging the existence of significant numbers of charitable 
organisations attempting to make the transition towards increased earned-
income streams, nevertheless consistently sought to embed the rhetoric of the 
fundamental business foundations of SEs: “[s]ocial enterprises are, first and 
foremost, businesses” (DTI, 2002: 13; ECOTEC, 2003: 23; SEC, 2003: 4).  
The Social Entrepreneurship Monitor, reporting the on-the-ground reality of self-
reported ‘SEurial activity’ undertaken by individuals, and the associated 
formation of enterprises in support of such work, was able to differentiate 
between the transitioning ‘social organisations’ and the more contemporary 
form of entrepreneurial organising represented by start-up SEs. Thus, whilst   
6.4 The ‘grand narrative’ of social entrepreneurship 
The insistence upon, and the centrality of, claims of this sort as to the nature of 
SE by government and other sectoral stakeholders in the UK and abroad came 
to be known, within academic circles, as the ‘grand narrative’ (Dey and 
Steyaert, 2010). The types of claims made within the grand narrative centred on 
lauding the supposed ability of social enterprise to seamlessly create a powerful 
nexus for the delivery of (mostly) services based on best practice gleaned from 
both the private and charity/voluntary sectors, in support of the resolution of 
pressing social problems that had defied ‘traditional’ approaches delivered by 
either the state or private sectors: “the power of social enterprise [lies in] 
harnessing the skills and the energy of the entrepreneurial private sector at its 
best to address the social challenges” (Timms, 2002); “social enterprises are 
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delivering high quality, lower cost products and services [whilst] [a]t the same 
time, creat[ing] real opportunities for the people working in them and the 
communities that they serve” (DTI, 2002: 5); “[t]he social enterprise field can be 
proud of an ever-increasing number of examples where excellent public 
services are being delivered by the sector” (DTI, 2003: 3); “[s]ocial enterprises 
tackle a wide range of social and environmental issues…[and] have the power 
to transform our communities and enrich the lives of so many people” (DTI, 
2004: 2). 
As discussed, the government’s vested political interest in highlighting certain 
aspects of SE whilst simultaneously downplaying others, emerged clearly in 
spite of the prevalence of conflicting evidence and claims made within 
government-sponsored reports on the SE sector, and as such the use of these 
types of “rhetorical devices…[acted as] lenses that highlight[ed] or obscure[d] 
perspective [in order] to increase persuasive power” (Ruebottom, 2011: 101). 
The active construction of a grand narrative of SE therefore served to legitimate 
and justify policy decisions based on the creation of the idea(l) of “social 
enterprises as a panacea for a raft of public service delivery problems” (Marks 
et al, 2007: 13), which in turn paved the way for the government’s “claim to be 
addressing a wide range of social problems using social enterprise as a policy 
tool” (Teasdale, 2012: 99). 
The three ‘tests’ for SE proffered in the DTI (2004) mapping document 
discussed previously, failed to provide clear delineation for the SE sector, and 
because the DTI (2002) definition was so wide, it provided the potential for 
almost any type of organisation to lay claim to the creation, through trading, of 
‘social objectives’ (DTI, 2002; HM Government, 2011), and therefore “social 
value” (Diochon and Anderson, 2009: 15), thus creating the risk of inclusion 
under the SE label of any business wanting to “stak[e] a claim to the emerging 
social enterprise agenda” (Miller and Millar, 2011: 3). Indeed the self-serving 
nature of the grand narrative of SE for those ‘key paradigm-building actors 
(Nicholls, 2010) involved in its creation was elucidated by Nicholls (2006: 614) 
who noted that “the successful establishment of a new [SE] paradigm [would] 
provide status, legitimacy, and access to resources to its key actors”.  
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The power dynamics inherent in the control of dominant discourses such as the 
grand narrative of SE have long been recognised, such that it has been claimed 
that rather than reflecting reality, they “form the object of which they speak” 
(Foucault 1972: 49). Therefore, dominant discourses are imbued with power 
and as such should not be “taken as fact, but viewed as formations of 
power…[which] delineate specific inclusions and enforce overt and covert 
exclusions” (Mann and Huffmann, 2005: 78).  
When approached in this way, it becomes clear that the creation of a 
government-endorsed grand narrative of SE was politically motivated by the 
need to confer legitimacy on those aspects of SEurial activity deemed to hold 
political value i.e. those aligned with, or supportive of, specific governmental 
policy approaches, whilst denying legitimacy and rendering invisible aspects 
that were problematic, a point excellently made by Shaw (2010: 39): 
“governments and [other] agencies set out what is true and false, the means by 
which each is authorised, how truth is acquired and the status of those determining 
what counts as true; they are skilled at engineering truth through language. Such a 
regime of truth masks or even represses other truths”. 
The Labour government’s commitment to the political and discursive positioning 
of SE as a means by which “to drive up productivity and competitiveness, 
showing new ways to deliver and reform public services” (DTI, 2002: 19) 
reflected its belief in “the potential, in particular, of social enterprise to 
contribute…[to the] public service reform agenda” (Hewett, 2002). 
The involvement of SE in support of the ‘public service reform agenda’ sat 
neatly within the government’s “neo-liberal [approach to the] replacement of 
government with the market” (Dey and Steyaert, 2010: 90), and was supported 
by the development and launch, in 2003, of the Future Builders Fund - a “new 
one-off investment fund to help voluntary and community organisations in their 
public service work” (HM Treasury, 2002: 3), as well as by the previously 
mentioned DTI (2003) ‘Public procurement: a toolkit for social enterprises’ 
document, which was designed to provide guidance to SEs on engaging in the 
tendering processes associated with public service provision. 
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The political expansion of the remit of SEs from the social and economic 
regeneration of disadvantaged communities to the contractual delivery of public 
services provided a further opportunity for the development of the ‘grand 
narrative’. The proposed expansion of the scope of SEs’ involvement in the 
delivery of social and economic policy outcomes acknowledged the “need to 
engage in active promotion [of SEs]” (DTI, 2002: 71), which was in turn 
designed to provide economic legitimacy to SEs in support of the contention of 
their presumed appropriateness for, and ability to, deliver public service 
contracts (HM Treasury, 2002b; DTI, 2003). However, these promotional 
activities, and the very significant level of investment in the promotion and 
development of the SE sector (ECOTEC, 2003; Seanor and Meaton, 2007), 
were undertaken in spite of the acknowledgment of the existence of “little hard 
evidence to demonstrate the impact and added value of social enterprise” (DTI, 
2002: 8).  
In spite of the lack of empirical evidence to support the policy agenda of 
encouraging more public service delivery by SEs, the grand narrative 
demanded that the rhetorical and discursive ‘tone’ associated with SEship, 
delivered through SEs, be “dominated by stories of good practice and heroic 
achievement” (Scott and Teasdale, 2012: 139) with the intention that “influential 
narratives of social enterprise [would] imply a single, natural and powerful new 
force that is inevitable, desirable and untroubled by the messiness of failure, 
recalcitrance, or resistance” (Seanor et al, 2011: 3). 
The emergence of the ‘grand narrative’ can therefore be traced back to the 
hugely influential 1997 publication ‘The rise of the social entrepreneur’ written 
by Charles Leadbeater, and published by Demos, which although concerned 
with the work of five specific SEurs - rather than SE or SEship more generally -  
laid the foundations for the development of the ‘grand narrative’ of SE and 
SEship in the UK with claims that presented the featured SEurs in terms that 
directly reflected mainstream entrepreneurship discourses i.e. with the SEurs 
described in ‘heroic’ terms, as capable of producing ‘miraculous’ results from a 
paucity of resources, and able to bring the best business skills to developmental 
social work: 
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“[s]ocial entrepreneurs will be one of the most important sources of innovation” 
“[s]ocial entrepreneurs identify under-utilised resources – people, buildings, 
equipment – and find ways of putting them to use to satisfy unmet social needs” 
“[SEurs] innovate new welfare services and new ways of delivering existing 
services”  
“[s]ocial entrepreneurs…deploy entrepreneurial skills for social ends” (Leadbeater, 
1997 :2) 
“[s]ocial entrepreneurs are driven, ambitious leaders, with great skills in 
communicating a mission and inspiring staff, users and partners” 
“[s]ocial entrepreneurs create flat and flexible organisations, with a core of full-time 
paid staff, who work with few resources but a culture of creativity” 
“[s]ocial entrepreneurs often find ways of combining approaches that are 
traditionally kept separate” 
“[t]he work of social entrepreneurs creates value in several ways” 
“[SEurs] operate as a kind of research and development wing of the welfare 
system, innovating new solutions to intractable social problems. They often deliver 
services far more efficiently than the public sector. Most importantly, they set in 
motion a virtuous circle of social capital accumulation” (ibid.: 3). 
Having been chosen as an appropriate vehicle for the delivery of multiple policy 
interventions, the first SE policy document (DTI, 2002), presented SE in a 
similarly affirmative way, also lauding its ability to engage in Schumpterian 
creative destruction for the public benefit, and using these apparent qualitites to 
justify both the faith and investment in the sector. Examples of the ‘grand 
narrative’ emerged in both the pronouncements made in the Foreword by the 
then Prime Minister, Tony Blair: 
“social enterprises are delivering high quality, lower cost products and services”  
“[SEs demonstrate] strong social purpose and energetic, entrepreneurial drive 
[…combining a] strong public service ethos with business acumen” 
“social enterprise offers radical new ways of operating for public benefit” 
“[I want to] help social enterprises become better businesses, and ensure that their 
value becomes better understood” 
193 
 
“[I want to] make social enterprises bigger and stronger in our economy” (ibid.: 5), 
as well as those made by Patricia Hewett, the then Secretary of State for Trade and 
Industry: 
“[s]ocial enterprises are dynamic, progressive businesses that we can all learn 
from” 
“social enterprises provide a mechanism for bringing excluded groups into the 
labour market, raising skill levels and increasing the chance of future employability” 
“social enterprise [should be] a key component in the process of modernising and 
reforming our public services” 
“social enterprise [must not be] seen as a ‘side show’ to the ‘real’ economy but 
rather an integral and dynamic part of it” (ibid.: 6). 
Indeed, the political positioning of SE as “a panacea for a raft of public service 
delivery problems” (Marks and Hunter, 2007: 13), was embraced 
enthusiastically by all three major political parties, with cross-party rhetoric on 
the subject sounding remarkably univocal in its praise and advocacy of SE 
across a number of years: 
"Social enterprises are not just creating social good, but creating jobs and 
opportunity." (Tyler, 2006) quoting David Cameron, Conservative Leader of the 
Opposition, Conservative MP  
"I am convinced that social enterprise has the power to change our country 
profoundly for the better in the years ahead." (Cabinet Office, 2006: Foreword by 
the Minister for the Third Sector) quoting Ed Miliband, Minister for the Third Sector, 
Labour MP 
"As we see it, social enterprise has a colossal role to play in a government agenda 
that is dominated by social responsibility. It's central - not peripheral - to the social 
economy, to the public services and to our whole programme of government." 
(West, 2007) quoting Oliver Letwin, Conservative MP 
“Social enterprises offer real potential for improving our health and social care 
services, whether they are innovative community-owned hospitals, groups of 
nurses running services from the bottom up, or businesses that train the 
unemployed to be skilled and committed carers” (eGov Monitor, 2007) quoting 
Patricia Hewett, Health Secretary, Labour MP 
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“Scottish Green MSPs are therefore delighted to have worked with the Scottish 
Government to support the development of this [Third Sector Enterprise Fund], 
which will help strengthen and grow the brightest and best of Scotland's social 
enterprises.” (Scottish Government, 2008) quoting Patrick Harvie, Green MSP 
“We want Scotland to lead in the development of an enterprising third sector, 
including social enterprises” (SSEC, 2009) quoting Jim Mather, Enterprise Minister, 
Scottish National Party MSP. 
6.5 SE and the Big Society – policy development (2006-present) 
The Big Society policy agenda represented the central feature of the 
Conservatives’ 2010 election campaign (Kisby, 2010) pledges on welfare 
reform, “based on the chimera of paying for improved services through the holy 
grail of efficiency savings” (Smith, 2010: 828).  
Such ‘efficiency savings’ were largely premised upon “[t]he hope that charities, 
social enterprises and voluntary organisations c[ould] step in to replace a 
reduced public welfare provision, hard hit by the austerity needed to rebalance 
the public finances” (Alcock, 2010: 384), whilst attempting to counter the, not 
unreasonable, belief that: 
“charities [and SEs] are drafted in to provide services 'on the cheap'” (RBWM, 
2011: 1). 
The Conservatives’ relationship with SE had been evident during the years of 
Labour’s governmental tenure, when it operated as the main opposition party, 
and a close look at some of the shadow cabinet’s speeches during that time 
reveals rhetoric similar in tone to that of the Labour ministers, whereby the SE 
sector was ‘wooed’ by the Conservatives and prepared for its possible role as a 
collaborator in the delivery of a new Conservative government policy agenda. 
Leader of the Conservatives, David Cameron MP, made a speech to the 
National Council for Voluntary Organisations (NCVO) in December 2006, in 
which he spoke of his desire to see SEs helping to “transform […] the 
communities we live in”, describing his vision of a new ‘breed’ of SE – “‘social 
enterprise 2.0’ [which] means social action that is more innovative, dynamic, 
flexible and responsive” (Cameron, 2006b). 
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Like the Labour government, the Conservatives put forward a construction of 
SE as first and foremost businesses: “social enterprises – businesses, running 
on business principles, but with a social purpose” (ibid.), led by so-called 
“systems entrepreneurs”, who were described as “people with experience of 
running effective modern organisations, able to work creatively with donors and 
government as well as with clients” (ibid.)  
In describing his apparent passion for SE, Cameron declared that “[o]ur aim 
should be to make social enterprise as attractive and exciting a career prospect 
for young graduates as business or the professions is now” (ibid.), clearly 
demonstrating his conception of SEurs as educated, middle class individuals. 
Indeed his rhetoric around SE was equally as enthusiastic as the Labour 
government’s at the same time; thus while Prime Minister, Tony Blair MP, was 
waxing lyrical about the:  
“social enterprises [that] have pioneered new ways of delivery, helping local 
authorities improve the quality of the services they provide to the public. By 
empowering staff, users and other stakeholders, they can do the real joining up on 
the ground that public bodies often struggle with” (Blair, 2006), 
and the Labour Minister for the Third Sector, Ed Miliband MP, was describing 
Britain’s “fantastic social entrepreneurs [working] at the cutting edge of doing 
businesses, involving a more diverse workforce […] contributing billions to 
GDP” (Miliband, 2006), David Cameron was describing the UK’s “new passion 
for social enterprise” (Cameron, 2007b), and the anticipated “fantastic flowering 
of social enterprise, the like of which we cannot even imagine today” (Cameron, 
2006).  
However, on closer inspection, Conservative rhetoric around the proposed 
policy agendas relating to SE appeared to show conceptual inconsistencies. For 
example, whilst David Cameron spoke of the empowerment function of:  
“the Conservative mission: to roll forward the frontiers of society […through] more 
civic responsibility, empowering local government, community organisations and 
social enterprise” (Cameron, 2006), 
which sought to see poor people recast “as the agents of their own escape from 
poverty”, he also described the work of the Big Issue - a SE that provides 
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homeless individuals with “a hand up, not a hand out” (Big Issue, 2014) by 
providing them with a weekly magazine to sell, allowing them to keep the profits 
of all sales - as an organisation that “rescues so many people from 
homelessness” (Cameron, 2006b emphasis added). 
Similarly, he described people in the “poorest postcodes” as “simply need[ing] 
the opportunities, and the encouragement, and the confidence to live up to the 
potential inside them” (Cameron, 2006), whilst elsewhere declaring that “social 
problems are often the consequence of the choices that people make” 
(Cameron, 2008), thus revealing the Victorian-esque demarcation between the 
‘deserving’ and ‘undeserving’ poor that underpinned contemporary 
Conservative understanding of poverty and its causes. 
The moralistic and paternalistic underpinning of Conservative policy thinking, 
coupled with its apparent ‘heroic’, chivalric construction of middle class values 
was noted by Smith (2010: 830): 
“[t]he Big Society speaks to a Tory tradition of public duty and the social 
responsibility of the well off to the disadvantaged. It sits within the idea of welfare 
being provided by an organic civil society rather than the state, and the role of the 
Woman’s Institute, the Roundtable and other voluntary organisations that ‘do 
good’”. 
However, whilst Smith (2010) speculated on the centrality of women (‘the role of 
the Women’s Institute’) to the Big Society agenda, such a conceptual link was 
not expressly made either in the political speeches of the time, nor in published 
policy documentation. Instead, the Big Society was presented in ostensibly 
gender-neutral terms, focussed largely on “the progressive aims of reducing 
poverty, fighting inequality, and increasing general well-being” (Cameron, 
2009).  
Rebranding SE as “capitalism with a conscience” (Cameron, 2009b), in the run-
up to the 2010 general election, the Conservative rhetoric on SE became better 
defined within the Big Society agenda, with reference made to the creation of 
Social Enterprise Zones which, similar to Thatcher’s (mainstream) Enterprise 
Zones of the 1980s (Sivaev, 2013), would provide environments within which 
“social enterprises c[ould] be properly enabled and all unnecessary obstacles to 
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their effectiveness removed” (Conservatives, 2007: 29). The establishment of a 
Social Investment Bank (Cameron, 2009) was also proposed as a means by 
which to “wholesale [patient] capital to a variety of community development 
financial Institutions” (Conservatives, 2008: 45) in support of the scaling-up of 
SEs (Conservatives, 2010a), as based upon the findings of the 2007 
Commission on Unclaimed Assets’ report (Cohen, 2007). 
However, with public understanding of the concept of the Big Society reported 
to be poor (Kisby, 2010), “its profile within the [Conservative] party’s 
electioneering was reduced over the course of the campaign” (Alcock, 2010: 
380). Nevertheless, having managed in May 2010 to create a coalition 
government with the Liberal Democrats (LibDem), the Conservatives re-
launched the Big Society policy agenda (Conservatives, 2010c) alongside a 
policy document entitled ‘Big Society not Big Government’ (Conservatives, 
2010b) outlining their priorities based on three key policy areas, which 
encompassed six individual policies: 
“Key policies – summary 
We will strengthen and support social enterprises to help deliver our public 
service reforms: 
 We will create an independent Big Society Bank, funded from unclaimed bank 
assets, which will leverage private sector investment to provide hundreds of 
millions of pounds of new finance for neighbourhood groups, charities, social 
enterprises and other non-governmental bodies 
 One of the purposes of the Big Society Bank will be to provide funds to 
intermediary bodies with a track record of supporting and growing social 
enterprises 
We will stimulate the creation and development of neighbourhood groups in 
every area: 
 We will establish National Centres for Community Organising 
 Providing neighbourhood grants for the UK’s poorest areas 
We will encourage mass engagement in neighbourhood groups and social 
action projects by: 
 Transforming the civil service into a ‘civic service’ by making regular community 
service a key element in staff appraisals 
 Launching an annual national ‘Big Society Day’ to celebrate the work of 
neighbourhood groups and encourage more people to take part in social action 
projects” (Conservatives, 2010b: 2). 
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The re-launch also coincided with the re-branding of the Labour-named Office 
of the Third Sector as the new Office for Civil Society (Alcock, 2010), alongside 
the appointments of both a Minister for Civil Society - Nick Hurd, MP (Cabinet 
Office, 2010), a government advisor for the Big Society - Nat Wei, a British-born 
SEeur of Hong Kong Chinese ancestry (Cabinet Office, 2010b), and the 
designation of four ‘vanguard community projects’ in Liverpool, Eden Valley in 
Cumbria, the Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead, and the London 
borough of Sutton (BBC, 2010). 
These vanguard communities were to be provided with expert support, which 
would help facilitate the provision of “a range of activities, including a 
community buy-out of a pub, increasing volunteering at museums to keep them 
open and developing youth projects” (Kisby, 2010: 484), all financially 
supported by a grant to each community of up to £100,000 (Wiggins, 2011). 
A raft of policy and supporting documents quickly followed including an updated 
Compact, which sought “to ensure that the Government and civil society 
organisations work effectively in partnership to achieve common goals and 
outcomes for the benefit of communities and citizens in England” (HM 
Government, 2010: 6), an open letter from Francis Maud (Minister for the 
Cabinet Office) and Nick Hurd (Minister for Civil Society) to the VCSE 
reaffirming the government’s commitment to work alongside the sector (Cabinet 
Office, 2010c), a document providing information for government departments 
and Local Authorities (LAs) on managing the proposed spending cuts to the 
VCSE (OCS, 2010), and a similar one directed at the VCSE itself (OCS, 
2010b).   
Other documents to emerge at the same time included a policy document 
outlining the anticipated role of the VCSE in the Big Society agenda entitled 
‘Building a stronger civil society: a strategy for voluntary and community groups, 
charities and social enterprises’ (HM Government, 2010b), and a Private 
Member’s Bill tabled by Chris White, Conservative MP for Warwick and 
Leamington, entitled the ‘Public Services (Social Enterprise and Social Value) 
Bill’, which called upon the government to “publish a document setting out a 
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strategy for the promotion by government departments of engagement in social 
enterprise in England (the ‘national social enterprise strategy’)” (HoC, 2010: 1). 
In spite of the initial flurry of activity, the Big Society agenda soon began to fall 
apart, as in February 2011 Nat Wei reduced the number of days that he 
committed to his unpaid governmental advisory role from three days per week 
to two, citing his inability to undertake paid work, and to spend time with his 
young family as pivotal factors (Cohen, 2011). In the same month, the City of 
Liverpool, one of the four ‘vanguard community projects’ withdrew from the 
scheme claiming that government spending cuts had made it impossible to 
meaningfully continue (Mason, 2011), and in May 2011, less than a year after 
his appointment (and associated peerage bestowal), Nat Wei completely 
resigned from his Big Society advisory role (Curtis, 2011).  
Finally, by the time the ‘Public Services (Social Enterprise and Social Value) 
Bill’ was enacted as the ‘Public Services (Social Value) Act’, all reference to SE 
had been removed, and the SE strategy that had formed such an integral part of 
its content disappeared (Upton, 2012): 
“[w]hile the initial proponents of the Bill may have sought to legislate for a big 
society, the outcome of the parliamentary debate was a government-led 
compromise which appeased almost all those favouring a market liberal approach 
to public service delivery” (Teasdale et al, 2012: 207). 
In a small reprise, the Conservatives’ long-awaiting Big Society Bank (now re-
named Big Society Capital) was launched in July 2011: 
“Big Society Capital will be a financial institution that aims to increase investment in 
society. It will do this by supporting organisations that invest in the sector, helping 
them: 
 Provide a greater range of financial services to social sector organisations;  
 Raise more money for onward investment into the sector; and  
 Become more sustainable and resilient themselves 
Big Society Capital will also be a champion for social investment with policy 
makers, investors, stakeholders in the sector and the public at large” (Cabinet 
Office, 2011b). 
However, the relevance and appropriateness to SEs of the product offerings of 
Big Society Capital was questionable, especially considering Prime Minister 
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David Cameron’s own assertion that “not every charity, social enterprise or 
voluntary association is able or willing to go to scale […] Many – perhaps most 
– are effective precisely because they are small and local, and understand 
intimately the community they work in” (Cameron, 2006b).  
The contention of SEs’ value being linked to small, embedded, and locally-
based service delivery was echoed in the academic literature. Roy et al (2013: 
64) discussing the impacts of healthcare SEs in delivering social justice in the 
context of healthcare, suggested that:  
“the solutions are likely to be found at the micro rather than the macro level and 
rather than immediately leaping to scaling up activities, it might be more useful to 
think about the conditions in which small-scale social enterprises can thrive and 
proliferate, capitalising upon the personal relationships that are so vital to healthy 
communities”. 
Indeed, the government-commissioned BoE (2003: 18) report on financing for 
SEs noted that the “demand for external finance was more prevalent among 
social enterprises with a larger employee base (over 20 employees) and those 
with a higher trading income (above £1 million)”, which bearing in mind the 
general small size of SEs (Cornelius et al, 2008; DTI, 2002), the documented 
fact that many SEs struggle simply to survive (let alone make significant profits) 
as a result of the demands of the double bottom line that they work to (Ko, 
2012), and the problems associated with attempting to trade in economically 
deprived areas (Scott and Teasdale, 2012), it is unsurprising that the types of 
patient capital funding that might be attractive to small SEs often “yield[s] zero 
per cent or very low rates [of return], and at high risk of non-repayment” (Joy et 
al, 2011: 11).  
Although the Big Society (by now often mockingly referred to as the ‘BS’) had 
not been officially scrapped, by 2012 it had effectively been “deemphasised” (le 
Marquand, 2011), and in spite of the protestation to the contrary by the Minister 
for Civil Society, Nick Hurd (Hurd, 2014), its utter lack of efficacy in terms of the 
involvement of the VCSE sector was revealed in the damning indictments made 
in the 2013 Big Society Audit:  
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“Opening up public services – the indicators 
Diversification – largely negative: Public service outsourcing is dominated by 
large, private sector companies 
Voluntary sector funding – largely negative: Many cuts on state funding have 
already fallen on the voluntary sector and dramatic falls are estimated over the 
next four years, with many organisations working with vulnerable people, often in 
disadvantaged areas, under serious threat 
More accountable and responsive public services – largely negative: High 
profile failings in key public services have recently been uncovered, particularly 
amongst large private sector contractors, and questions have been raised about 
standards of basic care in home care and health services 
Strong partnerships – largely negative: The voluntary sector is increasingly 
working as a sub-contractor to large private sector organisations, and problems 
have developed 
Accessibility of contracts to the voluntary sector – largely negative: Despite 
efforts to improve accessibility, and some lessons learnt from the Work 
Programme, there remains a systemic bias toward the private sector in contracting 
Decentralisation and personal control – no change: Choice in public services 
has opened up under successive governments but is still limited and is working 
less well for disadvantaged groups 
Civil society input in service design – largely negative: Despite government 
commitments to co-design, consultation of the sector has become truncated, and 
the policy and campaigning voice of the sector has been under attack” (Slocock, 
2013: 7-8)  
The slow, painful, and public demise of the Big Society agenda was also 
reflected in the spectacular failure of one of its six policy commitments, which 
related to the Conservatives’ 2010 commitment to the recruitment and training 
of five thousand so-called ‘community organisers’: 
“We will establish National Centres for Community Organising. We will fund 
the training of 5,000 independent community organisers over the lifetime of the 
next Parliament. This national army of community organisers will have the skills 
needed to raise funds to pay for their own salaries, help communities to establish 
and operate neighbourhood groups, and help neighbourhood groups to tackle 
difficult social challenges” (Conservatives, 2010b: 2). 
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In spite of the public commitment to recruit and train five thousand community 
organisers over the five years between 2010 and 2015, less than half the 
annual projected recruitment figure (n=394) were recruited and trained in the 
four years to 2014 (Community Organisers, 2014), by which time the 
Community Organisers webpage ominously stated “[u]nfortunately we do not 
have any Trainee positions open at this time. But please keep an eye on this 
page for any new opportunities that might come up” (Community Organisers, 
2014b).  
However, interestingly The Community Organisers initiative recruited almost 
twice the number of women as men (256 women, 138 men) between 2010 and 
2014, and demonstrated a further gendered rate of subsequent attrition, with 
male Community Organisers resigning their posts at a significantly higher rate 
(5.8% (n=8) for men) than the women (5% (n=13) for women) (Community 
Organisers, 2014).  
The Coalition government’s construction of the Big Society agenda was 
presented in ostensibly gender-neutral terms, whilst being simultaneously 
discursively gendered to a masculine norm.  However, the ‘on the ground’ 
reality meant that where the Big Society policies were actually enacted (as in 
the case of the Community Organisers initiative), women were being involved at 
almost twice the rate to that of men, a situation perfectly captured by McAdam 
and Treanor (2011: 6): 
“[i]n our analysis of the Big Society policy document, neither women nor gender 
were mentioned although this should not be surprising given that the language 
used gendered social entrepreneurship as masculine. The inherent tension often 
referenced in the literature between the social and the business objectives would 
appear to be reflected in gendered discourses where feminine language clearly 
maps onto the social but is overridden by the masculine enterprise discourse”.  
6.6 SE and gender: the development of gendered discourses by key 
paradigm-building actors 2002-2012 
A similar type of gendering appeared within SE policy and associated 
documents developed and disseminated during the Labour governmental 
tenure which, whilst appearing to present SE and SEship as gender neutral 
203 
 
simultaneously utilised gendered language, alongside unacknowledged 
gendered assumptions, and often – for those documents aimed at a lay female 
audience – ‘gendered’ presentational formats e.g. the types of font colours 
used, and the colours used for the paper on which the documents were printed 
(with the colour pink featuring highly).  
A close ‘reading’ of these documents reveals the subtle (and sometimes not so 
subtle) ways in which, whilst purporting to be gender neutral, SE was 
increasingly targeted to a female audience of potential new SEurs over the 
course of the development of the SE landscape during the 2000s.   
The first document of note to engage in openly gendered targeting of women as 
potential SEurs was the DTI (2003b) document ‘A strategic framework for 
women’s enterprise’, which specifically described SE in terms of its being “a 
viable business development option for women” (ibid. 32). The framework 
sought to develop a particular focus on the “[p]rovision of specialist business 
advice and training for individuals and social enterprises setting up childcare 
businesses” (DTI, 2003b: 45), and whilst the focus on childcare provision by 
women for women was not explicated, a conceptual link between SE and 
childcare was established that reflected that previously established in the DTI 
(2002) policy document: 
“[w]hatever the size, origin or nature of a social enterprise, it will be pursuing one or 
more of the following activities: offering social or environmental goods and services 
(for example, recycling or childcare)” (DTI, 2002: 15). 
What was eminently clear however, was that the provision of childcare by 
women-led SEs would simultaneously meet three stated Labour policy 
objectives, those being: the promotion of SE as a business model (Hewitt, 
2002), the promised provision of 1.6 million ‘affordable’ childcare places 
(Labour, 2001), and the facilitation of women’s (re)entry into the labour market 
(JRF, 2004; Walby and Olsen, 2002).  
However, whilst the claim was made that “[c]ommunity based, social enterprise 
and co-operative childcare models offer some of the most innovative solutions 
to the challenge to create sustainable, high quality and affordable childcare 
provision for low income families” (DTI, 2002: 44), the fact remained that 
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commercial childcare provision was (and continues to be) perceived as little 
more than an extension of women’s general unpaid domestic labour 
‘obligations’ (SEC, 2003; Bourne, 2010), and as such was perceived to be ‘low 
status’ work (Egerton and Mullen, 2008).  
The subtle and unacknowledged gendering of SE discourses continued 
unabated throughout the 2000s, becoming more overt in the latter part of the 
decade in documents published by the so-called ‘key paradigm-building’ actors 
(Nicholls, 2010: 611) within the sector, whose publications tended to be aimed 
at lay audiences of potential SEurs, and which as a result made unashamedly 
gendered claims such as: 
“[s]ocial enterprises are a natural home for women entrepreneurs” (SEC, 2009: 7). 
The linguistic association of the phrase ‘social enterprise’ with the words 
‘natural’, ‘home’ and ‘women’ revealed the unacknowledged, yet highly 
gendered nature of the conceptualisation of SE and SEship by such key 
paradigm-building actors as the SEC, and spoke volumes about the 
demographic of the target audience of such publications. Furthermore, it 
revealed the recognition by policy-makers (and policy-influencers) of the types 
of individuals and groups most likely to engage with SE (read: women) as a 
result of its association with normative feminity (caring roles), extended into the 
labour market. 
The use of (feminised) gendered language in support of (feminised) gendered 
claims was most evident in the promotional SE literature produced for the 
consumption of the general public by nominally ‘independent’ non-governmental 
SE organisations. The SEC, for example, whose remit was “to provide a unified 
voice for the sector when dealing with the government and other stakeholders” 
(Haugh and Kitson, 2007: 985), appeared instead to use its position of influence 
to provide a platform from which to promote the highly gendered (Labour) party 
line on SE and SEship.  
Other examples of the use of gendered language in publications aimed at 
potential SEurs included another document published by SEC (2011) entitled 
‘Enjoy what you do: work in social enterprise’ which, in a section entitled 
‘benefits of working in social enterprise’, listed the positive aspects of 
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engagement with SE employing words and phrases clearly associated with a 
feminine gender norm: 
‘making a difference’; ‘passionate people’; ‘good things for the world’; ‘loyal and 
happy’; ‘desire to improve people’s lives’; ‘creating a fairer, more equal society’; 
‘aren’t looking to become millionaires’ (ibid.: 7). 
Similarly, the (2012) UnLtd publication ‘Golden opportunities: social 
entrepreneurs in an ageing society’ – aimed at potential SEurs aged over 50 
years – which asserted that “[s]ocial entrepreneurship offers a unique blend of 
benefits to help counter ageing issues” (UnLtd, 2012: 6), which ‘issues’ were 
listed in terms of (feminised) skills development opportunities linked to: 
“self confidence, communication and networking”; and “a passion and drive to see 
the needs of their communities recognised and addressed” (ibid.: 6).  
The use of the phrase ‘counter ageing issues’ echoed the pathologization of 
ageing experienced by women (as opposed to men), as demonstrated by the 
marketing of ‘anti-ageing’ ‘beauty’ products to women, for example, Esteé 
Lauder’s ‘Advanced Night Repair’ serum, which claims to “fight the look of 
ageing” (Esteé Lauder, 2015), and Olay’s ‘Total Effects’ range, which is said to 
“help fight the seven signs of ageing” (Olay, 2015).  
The document also highlighted four verbatim quotes (all by women), who 
expressed (stereo)typically ‘feminine’ views in the support of the apparently 
empirically evidenced contention that “social entrepreneurship provided an 
opportunity for self-fulfilment, personal growth and development, while also 
contributing to a better quality of life” (ibid.: 6): 
Betty (63) “For me it’s my self-development. I’ve been learning all the time” (ibid.: 
6);  
Judy (66) “I had a feeling of isolation definitely and that’s less now” (ibid.: 6);  
Linda (55) “I struggled a bit, I couldn’t believe that somebody would give me an 
award just to go off and do an idea that I had – I was amazed by it” (ibid.: 9);  
Lara (63) “We’re the ones who know, we’re experienced. If they throw away all the 
experience we have, the society will lose a lot” (ibid.: 11). 
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The quotes chosen for inclusion were clearly intended to carry a specific 
message to an audience of white, middle-class retired women – the names of 
the women quoted reflecting the target demographic – and as such reflected 
stereotypes relating to older (white, middle class) women.  SE was then 
presented as a panacea to the problems apparently experienced by such 
women, as shown below: 
Stereotype: SE-facilitated ‘solution’: 
Older women mentally stagnating ‘I’ve been learning all the time’ 
Older women being alone/lonely  ‘[my] feeling of isolation [is] less now’ 
Older women considering themselves  
to be useless/worthless 
‘I couldn’t believe that someone would  give 
me an award’ 
Older women ‘discovering’ their value ‘we’re the ones who know, we’re experienced’ 
By contrast, government-produced (or sponsored) SE documents, aimed at 
professional rather than lay audiences, tended to employ the masculinised 
language of economics and business management. For example, the Office of 
the Third Sector (2006a) publication ‘Social enterprise plan: scaling new 
heights’ described the benefits of SE in terms of its positive social and 
economic impacts at national level, rather than in terms of benefits to 
individuals: 
“It is estimated that at least 55,000 businesses with employees fitted the 
Government’s definition of social enterprise. This represented about 5 per cent of 
all businesses with employees, with a combined turnover of about £27 billion, or 
1.3 per cent of the total turnover for all businesses with employees. Their 
contribution to GDP was estimated to be £8.4 billion” (ibid. 11) 
Similarly, the (2013) Cabinet Office publication entitled ‘Social enterprise: 
market trends’ provided an excellent example of the business management 
focus of successive government’s conception of SE as “first and foremost a 
business” (DTI, 2002: 13), through the use of the section titles (and sub titles) 
chosen which included: 
“Business performance; business capability; access to finance; obstacles to 
success; business support; employment size; turnover; profit; plans for growth” 
(Cabinet Office, 2013: 1-2). 
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The two different approaches to audience engagement (professional versus lay 
audiences), was reflected in the level of masculinisation / feminisation exhibited 
within the documents. Thus, those documents whose target audience were 
potential (female) SEurs exhibited feminised, informal language, alongside 
verbatim quotes from practising women SEurs, and often, accompanying 
photographs of women.  
On the other hand, those publications intended for professional (male) 
audiences contained masculinised, impersonal language, few photographs (but 
where they did appear, were often of white, middle-aged men), and 
statistical/technical information, the use of which was clearly intended to appeal 
to a mainly male audience, familiar with the terminology associated with 
business and economics.  
One particular policy document – entitled ‘Social enterprise: making it work for 
Black, Asian, and Minority Ethnic Women’ and published by the Government 
Equalities Office (GEO, 2008) – provided a very clear example of the 
conceptual feminisation of SE by policy-makers, in the form of the case studies 
chosen for show-casing.  
Focussed specifically on the work of BAME (Black, Asian, and Minority Ethnic) 
women SEurs but intended for a professional audience – “[t]his report is aimed 
at policy-makers, business support agencies and organisations that support 
Black, Asian and minority ethnic (BAME) women” (GEO, 2008: 1) – the four 
case studies featured work typically associated with women, with one SE 
providing cleaning services, two offering sewing/tailoring services, and one 
providing personal care services.  
As noted by Marlow (2002: 88-89), such work is entirely representative of 
feminised businesses which “extend the traditional work of women, drawn from 
home-based tasks such as caring, catering and servicing the needs of others, 
into the economic sphere where it carries negative connotations”. At least one 
of the women featured in a case study was forced into a situation of managing 
two jobs (in addition to her unpaid domestic labour), as a result of the fact that 
her SE did not generate sufficient income to offer her remunerated work: 
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“Shamim has not taken a salary from the company and has to combine her 
development of CCS with full-time work. Most of her weekends and evenings are 
devoted to the company” (GEO, 2008: 3).    
Whilst Shamim claimed to be ‘passionate’ about her work, and through her SE 
was able to provide paid employment for forty other BAME women who - for a 
variety of reasons - may otherwise have struggled to find paid work, the toll 
taken by undertaking a full time paid job, in addition to devoting ‘most evenings 
and weekends’ to her unpaid SE role did not appear to be particularly 
empowering.  
Equally, the provision of the type of (devalued) low-wage domestic labour for 
her employees also appeared to offer little opportunity for empowerment, as the 
cleaning work would be undertaken alone, or with other women from the same 
ethnic background, providing no prospect of learning/conversing in English (one 
of the identified barriers to other paid work), and no occasion for learning new, 
more valuable (and valued) employment skills.  
This evidence stood in stark contrast to the claims made within the document, 
which proudly stated: 
“[s]ocial enterprise can be a route to fulfilling employment, better incomes and 
greater independence. Significantly for BAME women, it can enhance the roles they 
play in their local communities” (GEO, 2008: i). 
Therefore it could be seen that whilst the rhetoric extolled the apparent 
empowering nature of SE for (in this case, BAME) women, a close reading of 
the evidence provided instead showed that whilst SE offered the women 
employees the chance to work and earn a small income of their own (which 
could represent a small degree of economic empowerment), the work 
undertaken, and the lack of development opportunities that it offered effectively 
kept them locked into a cycle of poorly paid, menial, devalued, and gendered 
work.  
Furthermore, the quite blatant gendering of the marketing materials used to 
raise awareness of SE and SEship amongst would-be SEurs, made it clear that 
such resources were deliberately targeted at a female (rather than male, or 
mixed gender) audience, which has clear implications for the gender balance of 
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emergent SEurs recruited to the sector. The selection of women as the target 
audience for awareness-raising (read: recruitment) drives by the SE support 
organisations revealed the obviously acknowledged conceptual association 
between women (more than men) and SEship, and the gender-based 
implications that such a gender-targeted drive would have for the ongoing 
development of the sector in response to the SE-specific policy commitments 
made by successive governments.   
The tensions between rhetoric and reality also emerged as a result of the 
gendered recruitment drives employed, with questions arising regarding the 
governmental desire to encourage the growth-led development of the SE 
sector, bearing in mind women’s tendency to prefer to run smaller, more stable 
and sustainable organisations, rather than growth-oriented ones, as well as the 
effects on the gender balance and gender equity of a sector wherein it was 
acknowledged that “women [we]re still under-represented on boards when 
considered as a proportion of the population or the proportion of women’s 
employment in social enterprises” (Lyon and Humbert, 2013: 1).  
Finally, in a reversal of the masculinisation of mainstream entreprenurship, the 
presentation of SEship as an essentially feminine pursuit had the potential to 
create gender-based barriers to men’s engagement with it as a result of a 
perceived lack of ‘fit’ between themselves with, presumably, masculine gender 
identities, and the feminine presentation of SEship. 
6.7 SE and feminised work: political cost-benefits at what personal cost? 
The development of SE policy by the Labour government around public sector 
spin-outs (DoH, 2011; NHS, 2008) in the late 2000s provided yet more evidence 
of the dichotomous approach employed in the rhetoric used for promoting SE 
and its supposed benefits  to professional audiences, and the way in which it 
was marketed to women as potential SEurs. 
Whilst, as discussed previously, professional target audiences were presented 
with a ‘version’ of SE that employed the impersonal, masculinised, rationalist 
and individualist economic/business management terms deemed to appeal to 
such audiences based on SE’s apparent ability to act in a efficiency-saving 
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capacity (Bland, 2010; Marks and Hunter, 2007; OTS, 2006c; Thompson, 
2011), the sectoral location of many SEs meant that they would be very likely to 
be run by, and to employ, women.  
An example of this gendered sectoral ghettoisation emerged in the SEUK 
(2013) ‘State of social enterprise survey: the people’s business’ document, 
which reported that start-up SEs were:  
“three times more likely than older social enterprises to be operating in healthcare 
(15% vs 5%), twice as likely to be operating in social care (16% vs 8%), and more 
likely to be operating in education (23% vs 14%)” (SEUK, 2013: 7). 
Each of those sectors – healthcare, social care, and education – is strongly 
associated with female-dominated workforces (Gupta et al, 2009), and thus 
deemed to be ‘feminised’ (Costin, 2012). Again, as discussed previously, 
research on women’s work (including self-employment) within feminised sectors 
has shown that whilst they exhibit low barriers to entry (Hallward-Driemeier, 
2013), they are also poorly paid (Bourne, 2010), low-skilled (Marlow and 
McAdam, 2013), suffer from intense competition as a result of sectoral 
overcrowding (Marlow et al, 2008), and therefore offer poor growth prospects 
(Saridakis et al, 2014) to the businesses operating there. Furthermore, the 
growth in new SE activity in those (feminised) sectors indicated that the 
governmental policy drive to encourage the formation of SEs as vehicles for 
traditionally public service delivery, was working successfully and drawing 
women into the newly emergent, wider SE sector. 
In addition to the emergence of SEs in feminised sectors, evidence also showed 
that SEs in the UK were much more likely than mainstream businesses to be 
located in the most deprived areas of the country (Cabinet Office, 2013; SEUK, 
2012b; Teasdale, 2009), where it was acknowledged that “private markets 
function poorly” (Sunley and Pinch, 2012: 110). Such facts correlated directly 
with their rhetorical construction within policy as being responsive to market 
failure (Park and Wilding, 2011), and their attendant association with policy-
driven social and economic regeneration efforts (DTI, 2002; OTS, 2006): 
“[m]ost RDAs [Regional Development Agencies] have strategies to support social 
enterprises within their broader enterprise strategies and many are interested in the 
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role that social enterprises and social entrepreneurs play in community 
regeneration and servicing the needs of deprived regions” (Harding, 2006: 14). 
Thus, whilst the clustering of SEs within feminised industries was clearly 
associated with policy-targeted “key growth sectors [such as] childcare, care, 
and the environment” (Smallbone et al, 2001: 49), and “health and wellbeing, 
healthcare, social care, and social exclusion” (Hall et al, 2012: 739), the fact 
remained that the provision of such services to impoverished communities 
within areas exhibiting evidence of market failure meant that such SEs were 
often doubly burdened in terms of their ability to generate profit – both by the 
poor conditions associated with the types of (feminised) work undertaken, but 
also by the obvious paucity of profit-making opportunities associated with 
deeply impoverished communities exhibiting market failure, wherein service-
users were often unable to pay for services received (Levie and Hart, 2011; 
McBrearty, 2007). 
The net result for SEs attempting to provide services under such conditions was 
that many were reliant on (often singular) public sector contracts for their 
survival, which left them financially vulnerable when such contracts represented 
their only source of earned income (Allinson et al, 2011; Spear and Bidet, 
2005). Furthermore, the delivery of public service contracts was obtained 
through bidding on a compulsorily competitive basis (DTI, 2002; Thompson et 
al, 2000), meaning that the types of generally small, and locally-focussed 
(Bridgstock et al, 2010) SEs operating (or attempting to operate) in local 
communities were under constant pressure to cut costs in order to compete 
against large, national organisations (DTI, 2003; Marks et al, 2007; OTS, 
2006c), where such organisations perceived there to be a potentially viable 
profit margin to be exploited.  
Added to that, was the fact that as noted by Leadbeater (2007: 3), the provision 
of social care:  
“involves more than just labour; it depends on the quality of the relationship 
between the person caring and the person being cared for. The value of many 
cultural experiences cannot be captured by the price we pay to access them”. 
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To summarise then, feminist-informed research into women’s (mainstream) 
entrepreneurship in feminised industries has shown that such environments 
offer poor prospects for economic gain, organisational growth, or personal 
development of employees. As such: 
“femaleness gets inscribed onto jobs which involve little control or power, and 
these jobs are simultaneously labelled as ‘unskilled’ work requiring feminine traits” 
(Mirchandani, 1999: 231). 
Through this process, a vicious cycle of institutionalised female subordination is 
created wherein “feminised businesses tend to reinforce the normative ideals of 
woman” (Ashe and Treanor, 2011: 191), which posit women’s (in opposition to 
men’s) ‘natural’ propensity for caring work within the labour market as well as in 
the domestic sphere (Saridakis et al, 2014), thereby supporting and reinforcing 
the gendered ‘nature’ of such work, and its attendant sex segregation. 
The feminisation of an industry can therefore be clearly correlated with poor 
financial and social (power and social prestige) returns and, as noted by 
Leadbeater (2007) above, the dual burden of both physical labour and 
emotional work in the form of relationship and trust-building, and its subsequent 
maintenance. 
The SEship literature clearly demonstrated that many SEs were located in both 
feminised industries, and socially and economically deprived locations, and 
whilst this situation was ‘spun’ in a positive way such that the claim was made 
that “SEs located in disadvantaged areas have a potential competitive 
advantage due to their degree of embeddedness in the community” (Peattie and 
Morley, 2008: 40), a very different picture was revealed when, for example, 
equity financiers were asked to assess SE organisations’ ability to attract 
investment as going concerns, which resulted in them being deemed too risky 
to attract investment, as well as being unlikely to provide the required 
commercial returns on any investment made (BoE, 2003: 45).  
Similar evidence of the lack of an empirically-supported correlation between SE 
activity and consistent financial returns was implied by (Short et al, 2009: 181), 
who specifically mentioned the paucity of published SE-based research in 
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academic journals specialising in finance, whilst Harding (2006: 12) made note 
of the regular documented failure of SEs to obtain even unsecured bank loans: 
“[m]any [SEs] have tried to gain external finance and failure rates are highest for 
unsecured bank loans and government grants. The biggest single reason for failure 
is the unsuitability of the business for that source of finance” (Harding, 2006: 12). 
Regardless of the claims made in the political rhetoric of SE, the reality faced by 
many SEurs was that of difficult, demanding work, in undervalued and often 
uncommercial industries/sectors that were regarded negatively by the financial 
services industry, where public perception and understanding of the nature of 
the work undertaken was poor, and where – as evidenced by both Shamim’s 
experience above – the ‘price’ to be paid for engaging in SEship was often 
having to undertake a paid employee role elsewhere in order to subsidise the 
unpaid SEurial role, which resulted in a reduction in both income and attendant 
quality of life, and an associated reduction in the availability of leisure time.     
6.8 Conclusion 
The promotional literature around SE produced by the (often at least partially 
government-funded) “paradigm-building actors” (Nicholls, 2006: 618) within the 
sector, and targeted to an audience of women potential SEurs, presented an 
image of SE that highlighted and promoted the highly gendered, value-adding 
aspects of its work such as its ability to help others, to meaningfully tackle social 
issues, and to provide opportunities for women of all ages and nationalities, 
premised upon a highly polarised and gendered view of both the division, and 
attraction of, work of a caring/nurturing/socially beneficial nature.  
Furthermore, acting as a source of awareness-raising and promotional material 
in-line with the government’s published commitment “promote and sustain 
social enterprise activity” (DTI, 2002: 7) with a particular focus on promoting its 
position “as a key component in the process of modernising and reforming our 
public services” (DTI, 2002: 6), the promotional literature effectively rendered 
invisible the tensions, and potential problems and contradictions inherent in the 
management and delivery of SE’s double (and sometimes triple) bottom line 
(Mason et al, 2007; Weerawardena et al, 2010).  
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Thus the complexity, for example, of managing double bottom line (gendered) 
businesses operating for the benefit of (often gender-specific) client-bases 
without access to the resources required to pay for the services, was minimised 
through the use of positive ‘spin’, which presented risky and complex 
managerial situations as a potential opportunities:  
“[c]hildcare social enterprises have a real opportunity to grow when linked to 
initiatives in regeneration and addressing barriers within employment and training. 
Being included in these areas means that there is potentially more money and 
interest to encourage quality affordable childcare in the local area” (SEL, 2003: 11). 
Such spin occurred alongside both the (minimised) acknowledgement of the 
financial risk of attempting to provide SE-based services in areas of social and 
economic deprivation: 
“[i]n order for the organisation to make money, they need to have an effective 
charging policy…one key piece of information is the fee parents and carers will 
actually be prepared to pay – this may not be the same level as it costs the 
organisation to produce the childcare” (SEL, 2003: 14), 
whilst simultaneously asserting the governmental policy position on SE as being 
fundamentally entrepreneurial businesses seemingly effortlessly able to 
“combine a unique fusion of solid business practice normally associated with 
the private sector such as innovation, market responsiveness, efficiency and 
entrepreneurial focus with a social purpose” (ibid.: 2), and thereby 
demonstrating both profit-making, and constant innovation in relation to revenue 
generation:  
“[s]ocial enterprises are created to be grant independent and to create new ways of 
deriving income” (SEL, 2003: 14). 
The desire by government and “a small number of practitioner organisations 
who were able to use language that fitted the New Labour agenda” (Teasdale, 
2010: 8) to promote SE as a credible vehicle for the delivery of diverse policy 
agendas meant that their (unacknowledged) vested interest in the success of 
such initiatives resulted in information being disseminated that told only half of 
the story, thereby contributing to the wilful misrepresentation of a sector said to 
be “characterised by high failure rates, heavy reliance on public sector funding, 
and low-quality entrepreneurship” (DiDomenico et al, 2009: 894).  
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Indeed, it was the nature and extent of this positive ‘spin’ that gave rise to the 
emergence of the academic critique, discussed in the Literature Review 
chapter, which sought to challenge the “messianic script of harmonious social 
change” (Dey and Steyaert, 2010: 85) associated with the grand narrative of 
SEship. The critique also sought to counter the discursive univocity of the grand 
narrative, which it was further claimed “downplay[ed] the agency of practitioners 
in constructing the meaning of social enterprise” (Teasdale, 2012: 107).   
As will be discussed in the following chapter, whilst largely embracing the 
component parts of the DTI (2002) definition of SE, the women SEurs in the 
study were also vocal in the assertion of the absolute centrality of ethical 
behaviour and morality in the work of their SEs, which represented an element 
that was entirely missing from the DTI (2002) definition, and indeed almost 
absent from the ‘grand narrative’ itself. 
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Chapter Seven: Findings - SE in practice: articulations of SE 
and SEship amongst SEurs 
7.0 Introduction 
The review of the development of the SE policy landscape since the mid-1990s 
presented in the previous chapter demonstrated that SE was envisioned, and 
subsequently politically positioned, in different ways over the course of the 
Labour governmental tenure according to the particular policy focus that it was 
hoped to address. 
The shifting focus of the discourses around SE over the past two decades – 
from community development to the delivery of public services – alongside the 
evidence garnered and inferences made from the attendant government-
sponsored publications, provided evidence in support of both the emergent 
critical academic literature pertaining to SE, and also to the critique of the so-
called ‘grand narrative’ (Dey and Steyaert, 2010) of SEship.  
The interview process with the women SEurs provided the means by which to 
gain deep insight into the ways in which they conceived of SE and SEship as 
enacted processes, rather than as the ‘disembodied’ concepts evident in the 
politically-driven grand narrative. As such, and in the absence of a widely-
agreed upon definition of SE, the women’s articulations provided a lens through 
which their lived experiences of SEship and SE could be understood, and the 
discourses upon which they drew in order to construct their understandings of 
such could be elucidated. 
Whilst the majority of the content of the grand narrative focussed on 
mainstream discourses of entrepreneurship – creativity, innovation, profit 
making, financial autonomy – in support of the policy agendas proposed by first 
the Labour, and then the Coalition governments, the emergence of a central 
discourse of ethics and morality from the women SEurs stood in stark contrast. 
As such, the women SEurs conceived of themselves as social (rather than 
economic) change agents, who used trading activity in support of social justice.  
The business component of the SEurs’ work was therefore often presented as 
being simultaneously central, in the sense of its importance as a means of 
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providing ongoing organisational sustainability as well as of creating 
organisational legitimacy for outward-facing activities, and incidental with regard 
to the focus and importance that the women mostly placed on the social 
outcomes associated with their work.  
In this way, business discourses were drawn upon to lend legitimacy to the 
women’s SEs and their attendant income generating activities, whilst ethical 
discourses were used to demonstrate the fundamental differences between SE 
and mainstream enterprise activity, as the women conceived of them.  
Finally, various other discourses - erroneously applied to many of the women’s 
SEs by an ill-informed general public - were identified and refuted as a means 
by which to both ‘position’ the women’s conceptions of SE within the wider 
socio-economic context, in addition to providing narrative resolution to the 
apparently widely-held (and experienced) public confusion and misconceptions 
of SE as a ‘hybrid’ organisational form.   
7.1 Values/ethics as fundamental to ‘real’ SE practice  
Initial discussions with the women SEurs revealed an overwhelming consensus 
that the key differentiating feature of SE compared to mainstream enterprise 
was the centrality of ethical behaviour, which was most often reflected in the 
SE’s social or environmental mission.   
As a result, the majority of the women SEurs constructed their vision of SE as, 
first and foremost, a means by which to pursue social and/or environmental 
justice supported by revenue-generating activities. Such activities were 
themselves differentiated from mainstream business practice by the presence of 
an integrally values-based organisational culture, enacted in all aspects of the 
SEs’ organisational behaviour: 
“[e]thical behaviour should be fundamental to it [SE], central, integral. It shouldn’t 
come from anything else. The bottom line for me is my absolute belief in equality: it’s 
a very moral, very strong sense of justice, and a feeling that things have to be made 
to be fairer for people” Nisha  
Nisha expressed a very clear connection between her deep-felt desire for social 
justice, and the enactment of SE. For her, the delivery of socially-minded 
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activities was not sufficient to justify the term ‘social enterprise’, which she 
considered to be fundamentally associated with a specific, moral managerial 
mind-set, and organisational identity.  
Very similar views were also expressed by Claudette, who insisted on the need 
for ‘a strong value’ in order for an organisation to be considered a ‘proper’ SE: 
“for me, if we’re going to be proper social enterprises, then there has to be a strong 
value behind anything that’s done, and we devalue the term social enterprise if we 
don’t buy into that” Claudette 
For the women SEurs SE was felt to be fundamentally founded upon ethical 
organisational behaviour, reflective of the value-sets of the founding SEur. This 
central tenet was echoed across all the different sectors in which the women 
SEurs operated their SEs, and encompassed the wide variety of organisational 
types, and legal forms found within the research cohort. Regardless of whether 
the SE was delivering a small-scale service to a local community or 
manufacturing a product for domestic and international consumption, whether 
its owner/managers were in receipt of an income from the SE or not, or whether 
the SE was a start-up or a more established entity, organisationally ethical 
behaviour was considered to be a fundamental hallmark of ‘genuine’ SE 
practice: 
“a social enterprise is different from a mainstream enterprise in that it has its social 
commitment at the heart of the business, that is enshrined within the business - you 
have to have a moral compass to what you’re doing” Alexandra 
The concept of SEs formally and openly committing to the enactment their 
social objectives emerged as a theme of central importance to the women 
SEurs, with many of them describing the ways in which morality and ethical 
behaviour formed the core of their business models. Margot asserted that: 
“for me, social enterprise is an organisation that trades, is mission-driven, and that 
mission is social or environmental, and it is the DNA of the business; it’s why you’re 
doing it” Margot, 
whilst Lynette described the values-driven organisational culture that her SE 
was built upon:  
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“morality is very present in our values – so we have a set of values that we [staff] all 
get behind, and we all believe in as an organisation. It is part of our culture; it’s in our 
DNA to be an ethical organisation” Lynette 
The fact that the women described ethics as being located ‘at the heart’, and 
within the ‘DNA’ of their businesses provided insight into how intrinsically 
entwined the notions of SE and ethical behaviour were to the women SEur’s 
conceptions of SE and enacted SEurial behaviour. The implications that 
attended such metaphorical constructions were that businesses without morality 
at their heart were ‘heartless’, and that the presence of ethics within a SE’s 
‘DNA’ afforded it a level of intrinsic or pseudo-biological uniqueness that 
identified it as a separate ‘species’ to mainstream enterprise.  
Indeed the ongoing survival of the women’s SEs as morally robust 
organisations was reflected in their stated desire to employ only people whose 
values and morals reflected their own, and by association, those of the SE itself. 
Anne and Claudette both described the thought processes behind their SE’s 
recruitment policies, which were founded upon locating and recruiting only 
those people who possessed both the skills to perform a given role, and a 
world-view that would make them a good ‘fit’ for the values-driven 
organisational culture within the SE - a recruitment policy common to ethical 
businesses (nef, 2005).  
For Anne, the key to a successful employment and attendant working 
relationship was fundamentally tied to a candidate’s assimilation of her SE’s 
organisational values: 
"If we interviewed someone for a job, we would want to engage with somebody who 
had the same vision as us - it would be important that we felt that they had a similar 
value system" Anne, 
and in a similar vein, the frustration with recruitment that Claudette 
experienced was not so much related to a lack of available talent, but rather 
a paucity of the necessary value-sets that she required as a pre-requisite to 
employment in her SE: 
“I can find people with the right skill sets, but actually finding people whose values 
are aligned – that’s the challenge” Claudette 
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The women SEurs unequivocally conceived of SE as a fundamentally moral 
space within which social value could be created through the sale of goods or 
services in the marketplace. Interestingly, whilst the wider third sector has long 
been associated with values-driven behaviours (Blake et al, 2006; GLA, 2007; 
HM Treasury, 2005b, 2007; OTS, 2006c; Westall, 2001), as have SEurs more 
generally (Galera and Borzaga, 2009; Delta/IFF, 2010; Roper and Cheney, 
2005), the values-driven aspect of SE practice as “a core part and determinant 
of the processes by which activities are done, or decided on […] is receiving 
very little attention, is weakly articulated [and] evidenced” (Westall, 2009: 3).  
Such a situation is somewhat surprising, bearing in mind the fact that, as 
discussed above, successive governments have positioned SE (and the wider 
third sector) as central to both the ongoing reformation of public service delivery 
(DTI, 2003; HM Treasury, 2005b; HoC, 2008), and to social and economic 
regeneration (Cabinet Office, 2007b; HM Treasury, 2007). However, in so 
doing, they conceived of SE as a fundamentally economic phenomenon through 
which social outcomes could be achieved (DTI, 2002, 2003c; OTS, 2006a), 
which ignored the fact that “what matters for economic activity is the motivations 
that drive economic behaviour” Santos (2009: 20).  
Thus it would be logical to assume that the documented connections between 
the values-driven behaviours of SEurs and the SEs that they (often) establish 
would have represented a key research area within SE and SEship, but instead 
they research a glaring research gap in the nascent literature.  
A small number of the women appeared to be ill-at-ease discussing values and 
morality in relation to their SEs. Lynette who, as noted above, later asserted 
that “morality is very present in our values”, initially appeared reluctant to 
acknowledge ethics and morality as  forming the foundation of the 
organisational culture within her SE, therefore deliberately distancing her SE 
from discourses of ethical/moral motivations by implying that the ethical nature 
and behaviour of her organisation was a natural, rather than purposeful 
outcome:  
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“I guess it’s sort of subliminal – it’s not something we talk about, and in the work that 
we do with young people, we’re not ‘values driven’, we never judge a young person” 
Lynette 
She appeared to correlate the phrase ‘values-driven’ with the notion of value 
judgement, and as such wanted to distance herself and her SE from it. 
Similarly, Rosemary appeared to believe that an overt assertion of ethics or 
morality risked delegitimising her SE, so chose to fore-front normative, and 
therefore legitimising, business discourses instead: 
“I don’t think [ethics] does really mark us out as different - you know, we’re about 
creating opportunities for people to learn and to train with us and to get [resources] 
but we run it in a very business-like way. We try to buy in local products, we try to 
support other social enterprises, but I think most businesses would operate in those 
ways” Rosemary 
Rosemary’s statement clearly implied her feeling that stereotypes associated 
with ‘ethically-driven’ activity would serve to diminish the professional image of 
her SE and its work, whilst discourses associated with business would provide 
legitimacy and gravitas. However, her description of the mission of her SE 
demonstrated the presence of strong beliefs associated with social justice, 
personal development, and equality of opportunity. Further discussion led her to 
explain the organisational ethics of her SE beyond her initial offering of ‘buy[ing] 
in local products’, describing instead the positive, nurturing organisational 
culture that she had developed: 
“it’s just a natural thing within the organisation – it’s about enabling, empowering and 
supporting people. It’s an ethos that runs through the organisation, as does the 
entrepreneurial way of thinking” Rosemary 
Whilst attempting to play-down the values-driven nature of her SE’s 
organisational culture as ‘a natural thing’, Rosemary appeared to take pride in 
the fact that that ‘ethos’ ran right through her organisation. However, as before, 
she presented the social and ethical aspects of her SE firmly alongside the 
business discourse-informed aspects of her work, as represented by her 
assertion of the presence of an ‘entrepreneurial way of thinking’.  
Like Lynette, she appeared to feel that an open acknowledgement of 
consciously ethical behaviour by her SE might represent a stereotype threat – 
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defined as “the expectation that one will be judged or perceived on the basis of 
social identity group membership rather than actual performance and potential” 
(Block et al, 2011: 570) – to the legitimacy of her SE, the specific nature of 
which she did not elucidate.  
7.1.1 Stereotype threat 1: religion 
The most likely social identity group to be associated with the nexus of 
nominally ‘charitable’ social works and the presence of morality/ethics-driven 
behaviours within a Western, white European context is that of white, middle-
class Christianity, the manifestation of which (as enacted faith) is centred on a 
sense of “moral obligation and social duty to those less privileged” (Taylor, 
2005: 127).  
Given the finding by Roy et al (2013: 60) that “many ordinary people are 
suspicious of social enterprise because they haven’t seen one at work in their 
community before”, it is not unreasonable to suppose that initial community-
based suspicions could emerge on the basis of simple ignorance and lack of 
knowledge/understanding of SE, and that these might be fuelled by the 
imposition of erroneous stereotypes relating to assumptions of the privileged 
paternalism associated with Christianity and Christian charitable works.  
Like most of Western Europe, the UK is contemporaneously a largely secular 
society (Bruce, 2001; McLean and Peterson, 2011) where, at the individual 
level, the ongoing decline in Church attendance is generally perceived to be a 
“‘normal’ and ‘progressive’… quasi-normative consequence of being a ‘modern’ 
and ‘enlightened’ European” (Casanova, 2006: 2). As a result, religious 
affiliations or associations with religious organisations have a tendency to be 
perceived as retrogressive and old-fashioned, to the point where: 
“faith-based welfare is strongly criticised in media, academic, and policy circles as a 
regressive step for social policy, which strikes a blow to the very heart of the welfare 
state and to the important gains it has achieved in making British society more 
egalitarian, free, just, and tolerant” (Jawad et al, 2009: 2). 
Alongside the cultural associations outlined above between religion and 
outmoded conservatism, intolerance, and inequality, exist related stereotypes 
aptly articulated in a comment-piece published by the Guardian newspaper in 
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2011: “[t]he term ‘faith-based’ conjures up, for many, the idea of bible-bashing 
do-gooders, or enthusiastic and well-meaning, but essentially impotent 
amateurs” (King, 2011).  
In this way, the cultural association of values- and morality-driven behaviours 
with religiosity, and the social identity group association of religion with ‘well-
meaning, but essentially impotent amateurs’ can be seen to provide a 
reasonable and understandable rationale for Lynette and Rosemary’s reticence 
in their discussions of morally-based and values-driven motivations in relation to 
both themselves and their SEs. Furthermore, it provides a plausible explanation 
for both Rosemary’s deliberate strategy of fore-fronting business discourses, as 
well as for Lynette’s insistence on her organisation’s non-judgemental approach 
to their clients, as they sought to counter the cultural stereotypes of amateurism 
and judgementalism associated with Christian/faith-based (‘values-
driven/ethical’) organisations. 
Interestingly, the encouragement of social service delivery by (particularly 
Christian) faith-based organisations (FBO) within the context of the 
Conservative-led Big Society policy agenda (Chapman, 2012; Fentener et al, 
2008; Kettell, 2012; Lambie-Mumford and Jarvis, 2012) demonstrated the 
particular applicability of the associations outlined above within the current 
political context in the UK. The documentation of the fact of the public’s 
perception of associations between the provision by large, faith-based charities 
of government-contracted social services, and the “co-opt[ion] and corrupt[ion of 
such organisations] into de facto arm[s] of government” (Jones and Keogh, 
2008: 339), provides further support for the contention of a cognitive link in 
Rosemary and Lynette’s minds between ethical/values driven behaviours, 
religiosity, and the sort of public mistrust that they would understandably wish to 
avoid. 
7.1.2 Stereotype threat 2: charity/voluntary work 
The subject of being perceived to be ‘amateurish’ as theorised by King (2011) in 
relation to faith organisations, or of the similar association between SE and “the 
flabbiness and amateurishness casually attributed to the [wider] third sector” 
(Dey and Steyaert, 2010: 89) was an issue raised by several of the women 
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SEurs. This particular issue had been previously highlighted by the Social 
Enterprise Coalition (now Social Enterprise UK), in a publication in 2011 in 
which it was stated that: 
“everywhere social enterprise is so poorly understood that it is conflated with the 
charitable or voluntary sector […] But social enterprises are not charities. They are 
businesses” (SEC, 2011: 4). 
Claudette, Audrey and Anne, all discussed the frustrations that they 
experienced regarding the erroneous public assumption of SE being a form of 
charity, which had led to them being challenged, or even berated, for attempting 
to extract profit from their SEs’ marketplace activities, or for drawing the salary 
of a paid employee: 
“I get tense sometimes when people say “So you pay yourselves in social 
enterprise?!” Well yeah, because it’s a business – we’re in that space” Claudette 
Claudette spoke of feeling forced to justify the payment of her own and her 
staff’s wages when in conversation with people outside the SE sector – 
customers, clients, investors, other stakeholders, and the general public – as a 
result of their mistaken understanding of SE, and its association (in their minds) 
with charity and voluntary work.  
Audrey was similarly frustrated by her ongoing struggle to educate people as to 
the nature of SE, and found it baffling that their level of incomprehension could 
translate so easily into judgementalism:    
“People get really upset with us when we say that we want to make money” Audrey 
Likewise, Anne felt indignant that her (and others’) role as a SEur should be so 
fundamentally undervalued and misunderstood that people’s erroneous beliefs 
about SE should lead them to ‘justifiably’ assume that SE should be undertaken 
for free, or for very little:    
"What really upsets me is that people hear the term 'social enterprise' and they 
assume that you should work for nothing, or for peanuts, but you should be able to 
pay yourself a similar amount to what you would earn in a similar role elsewhere" 
Anne 
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Clearly, the public perception of the work undertaken by Claudette, Audrey, and 
Anne’s SEs by people outside of their organisations was heavily framed by 
discourses of voluntary and charitable work which understandings, as 
discussed previously, were themselves influenced by the historic emergence of 
the provision of charitable services by wealthy (white) philanthropists, of 
independent financial means.  
Further possible sources of undesirable associations for the women SEurs 
emerged in relation to the perceptions of women’s involvement in voluntary 
work; for example, there exists “an enduring stereotype of the volunteer as a 
middle-class ‘lady’ juggling church jumble sales with fundraising lunches” 
(Taylor, 2005: 119), which negative, and reductive stereotyping the women 
SEurs would almost certainly wish to avoid for reasons of both personal and 
organisational legitimacy. 
Such stereotypical public understandings of charitable work are reflected in the 
continued poor understanding of charities and charity management, with 
members of the general public demonstrating confusion as to which (if any) 
roles within charities are remunerated (nfp Synergy, 2014), and a majority 
expressing a belief that trustees (amongst others) should not be paid for their 
work (Ipsos MORI, 2012). Added to that is the lack of public understanding of 
SE as a business model, and the inherently confusing diversity of the SE sector 
itself, which encompasses a spectrum of organisational forms that includes 
trading charities, self-funding CICs and private limited companies, organisations 
deriving income from publically-funded social service provision, and other 
trading organisations in receipt of grant funding.  
Given such ongoing, high levels of public confusion in relation to both charities, 
and SEs as ‘hybrid’ organisations, it is perhaps unsurprising that people coming 
into contact with Anne, Audrey, and Claudette’s SEs should express shock and 
dismay at discovering that their organisations desired to make a profit from their 
work, and that they could, and would, legitimately pay themselves and their staff 
salaries. 
The catch-22 situation arose when the erroneous assumption of the free 
(voluntary, unremunerated), or not-for-profit provision of services was 
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unexpectedly challenged by the women, and the organisational behaviour of 
their SEs was subsequently perceived to be ‘dishonest’ or ‘unethical’ as a 
result. Thus, the legitimacy threat described and experienced by the women 
SEurs can be seen to derive directly from the interface of a lack of public 
understanding of SE as a hybrid (social and economic) revenue-generating 
model, and the erroneous projection of (misunderstood) charitable discourses 
upon SEs and their employees.   
People’s understanding and evaluation of organisations is greatly influenced by 
the ways in which their own ‘understandings’ (assumptions) of an organisation, 
which reflect wider societal discourses, are borne-out in the behaviours of the 
organisations (and their employees) themselves. This point was demonstrated 
by Haveman and Rao (1997: 1613) who, in their exploration of the development 
of organisational identity alongside institutionalised norms and expectations, 
suggested that the: 
“legitimacy of organizational forms requires congruence between the institution 
embodied by a particular organizational form and the normative, cognitive, and 
regulatory character of a wider society”. 
When the ‘normative, cognitive, and regulatory character of a wider society’ 
misinterprets an organisational form and subsequently applies erroneous 
expectations to it, organisational legitimacy is threatened - as discovered and 
reported by many of the women SEurs. Similarly, in their work on the 
organisational perceptions and attendant commitment of staff to ‘hybrid-identity’ 
organisations (co-operative models), Foreman and Whetton (2002: 626) 
concluded that where perceived mismatches exist between the expectations of 
organisational identity, and the actual manifestation of identity through 
organisational practices, organisational legitimacy wouldl be compromised:   
“identity gaps have significant effects on members' assessments of organizational 
commitment and organizational form-level legitimacy”. 
7.1.3 Stereotype threat 3: radical politics (‘alternative’ lifestyles/anti-
capitalism) 
Other comparably disruptive misunderstandings of the SE sector were also 
reported. Alexandra, for example, explained how she and her SE had been 
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subjected to, and judged by, other inappropriately applied and erroneous 
stereotypes relating to the perception of SE as representing a space for radical 
or ‘alternative’ politics:  
“[s]o often, social enterprises are pigeon-holed…so it’s about dispelling the myth 
that it’s only sort of ‘greenies’ and ‘lovies’ running social enterprises” Alexandra 
The problems that Alexandra encountered managing her SE’s business 
legitimacy arose from uninformed and flawed perceptions of SE, which led to 
assumptions of amateurism. These pre-conceived and projected assumptions 
provoked judgements about both her own level of personal professionalism, and 
her SEs ability to produce professional (rather than amateurish) work. These 
preconceptions were further compounded by poor public understanding of the 
(relatively new) legal form that her SE had adopted: 
“we’re a long way from people taking CICs fully seriously - there are issues with 
people not thinking that they are actually genuine businesses” Alexandra 
For Alexandra then, the general lack of professionalism associated with the SE 
sector as a part of the wider third sector, caused her to feel that her SE was 
“lumped in with organisations whose models really wouldn’t work if they weren’t 
being propped up by funding”, which she perceived to cause her own SE a loss 
of legitimacy by association.   
Several others of the women SEurs described the legitimacy struggles that they 
faced relating to a different, but equally erroneous assumption about the nature 
of SE – that of its perceived association with ‘anti-capitalism’:  
“I’ve had a lot of conversations where people have accused me of being anti-
capitalist, but I kind of feel like we work exactly within the capitalist system but just 
tweak it slightly – you know, take the best bits really” Jasmine 
For Jasmine, the experience of having an ‘anti-capitalist’ identity externally 
imposed upon both her, and by association her SE, was frustrating and caused 
her to feel the need to explain and justify her SE and its moral work ethic. This 
situation was clearly made more frustrating by the fact that she felt that the SE 
approach to business actually represented a ‘best practice’ approach to the sale 
of goods and services in the marketplace.   
228 
 
Jessica, whose SE was positioned in the environmental/sustainability sector, 
experienced similar judgements, but having previously run (non-SE) businesses 
in the sector had pre-empted the kinds of stereotypes likely to be associated 
with her SE’s work, and set-out to challenge such assumptions from point of 
start-up:  
“I figured that someone like me needed to approach sustainability in a pragmatic, 
practical kind of way instead of ‘beating you over the head with a broomstick’, or 
doing the whole ‘anti-capitalist’ thing that really puts off big business. So that’s the 
way I’ve gone about this place – I have rented a huge 20,000sq/ft premises, and 
it’s a very business-like place, it’s not a hippyfied, fluffy thing” Jessica 
Like Alexandra, Jessica did not want her SE’s organisational legitimacy to be 
undermined by association with ‘greenies’ or ‘hippies’, and like Jasmine she 
actively rejected the ‘anti-capitalist’ label. However, the association of SE with 
anti-capitalism amongst an already poorly-informed general public was not 
assisted by assertions such as that made by Leadbeater (2007: 2) in his ‘think-
piece’ for the Cabinet Office that:  
“[s]ocial enterprises deliberately adopt an uncomfortable position: they are in the 
market and yet against it at the same time” (emphasis added). 
However, Jessica’s assertion of the ‘business-like’ nature of her organisation, 
echoed Rosemary’s words, and provided another demonstration of the way in 
which the women SEurs sought to negotiate their personal and organisational 
identities through the adoption and rejection of certain discourses and attendant 
stereotypes. 
Figure 7.1 provides a diagrammatic representation of the various discursive 
pressures described by the women SEurs as being brought to bear on 
themselves and their SEs, which represent the legitimacy threats that they and 
their organisations faced. Alongside the discursive legitimacy threats, the 
women SEurs also experienced associated stereotypes, which represented the 
stereotype threats that the women additionally sought to manage when 
constructing their personal SEurial and SE organisational identities. 
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Figure 7.1: Discursive pressures and attendant stereotypes identified as representing 
legitimacy threats to the women SEurs and their SEs 
The discussions with the women SEurs relating to their conceptions of the place 
of values/ethics and morality within SE gave unexpected rise to the revelation of 
the types of organisational legitimacy threats, and associated stereotype 
threats, experienced by the women and their SEs in the course of their day-to-
day activities. These in turn, revealed a range of probable sources for those 
legitimacy threats, and exposed the cultural associations and expectations that 
provoked the attendant negative stereotypes. 
The diversity of the SE sector, its conceptual location within the wider third 
sector, and its association in the public mind with the charity, religiosity, and 
radical politics, served to further confuse an already poorly understood 
phenomenon. The effect upon the women SEurs of these issues was the 
perceived need to define, defend, and justify SE as an organisational model, 
and to actively manage the problems associated with the development and 
maintenance of outward-facing personal (SEurial) and organisational identities 
and legitimacy. 
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As evidenced in Figure 7.1, the stereotype threats identified by the women 
SEurs provided a framework for understanding  and defining SE; the discursive 
threats, and associated stereotype threats, represented what the women SEurs 
believed SE not to be i.e. SE is not charity, SE is not religious, SE is not 
politically radical etc. Such conceptions did not mean that the women believed 
that SEs could not also be charities, or run by religious organisations, or to 
embody radical approaches and politics, but rather that they believed that SE 
was not defined by those issues. 
The attendant stereotype threats represented widely-held cultural beliefs about 
the discursive domains with which they were associated e.g. religious people 
are intolerant, conservative, and judgemental, but that conversely they 
undertake paternalistic social work in order to demonstrate their piety. Again, 
these stereotypes did not necessarily represent hard-and-fast truths about the 
nature of religious people/religions, charities/charitable work etc., but the 
cognitive association with a specific discursive domain serves to subconsciously 
trigger cultural stereotypes in people’s minds (Lun et al, 2009).  
Thus, the identification, and rejection by the women, of negative stereotypes 
relating to specific discursive domains, provides insight into what they believe 
SE to be, by evidencing which particular stereotypes they took exception to i.e. 
which ones they believed stood in direct opposition to the ‘true’ nature of SE, 
and which therefore represented what SE was not.  
What emerged then, was the women SEurs’ clear desire to be seen as 
consummate professionals within their chosen fields, deserving of proper 
remuneration, and working within the bounds of mainstream society whilst, 
according to the former Prime Minister Tony Blair MP, nevertheless offering 
“radical new ways of operating for public benefit” (DTI, 2002: 5). 
7.1.4 Stereotype threat 4: ‘Thatcherite’ entrepreneurship (profit 
maximisation, moral bankruptcy, greed) 
Further discussion with the interviewees revealed a source of perceived 
legitimacy threat that emerged from with the SE sector itself, and coalesced 
around the behaviours of (mainly) new entrants to the sector, whom the women 
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SEurs perceived to be ‘false’ SEs, whose behaviours were felt to be in conflict 
with ‘real’ SE values.  
The central issue of contention was the aggressive profit maximising behaviours 
of these SEs, which were felt to have cynically co-opted the term ‘social 
enterprise’ for the purpose of gaining competitive advantage: 
“there are some other ‘social enterprises’ that I don’t think should be called social 
enterprises because they are kind of soiling the whole concept of social enterprise, 
they are very focussed on money and I think they are using the concept for their 
own benefits. I mean I’m not saying that social enterprise shouldn’t make money or 
shouldn’t be well off or anything, but they show social enterprise in a light that is 
not really doing us any favours” Lucille 
Lucille, like many others, felt that certain individuals were establishing SEs in 
order to gain access to funding streams and contracts that they would not have 
been able to access without a SE structure. As a result, there was a palpable 
sense amongst the women SEurs that the hard-fought-for, and constantly 
defended, legitimacy of their ‘real’ SEs was under attack from organisations 
purporting to be SEs, but demonstrating none (or at least only some) of the 
values-driven behaviours that they associated with genuine SEs.  
Like Lucille, Sinéad expressed very similar concerns:   
“There are wolves in sheep’s clothing - money-making schemes where being a 
‘social enterprise’ is very convenient, and you can use it as a means to get in on 
the kind of contracts you want. It’s just hopping on the bandwagon, and the spirit is 
not right” Sinéad 
For her, the connections between an aggressive attitude towards profit 
maximisation, the lack of demonstrably moral behaviours, and the accessibility 
of certain new governmental/local authority contracts were clear, and related to 
the ‘wolves in sheep’s clothing’ approach that she felt had been adopted by 
mainstream entrepreneurs attempting to the exploit the new opportunities 
associated with the provision of state-funded services by SEs.    
Caroline also raised the same issue, although her bone of contention related to 
the development of a professional industry based on writing successful tenders. 
As a result of the emergence of this new service-based industry, and the 
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success with which professional consultant bid-writers met, she felt 
organisations were increasingly ‘ring-fencing’ money that was intended to fund 
the provision of services by SEs, whilst simultaneously presenting themselves 
as SEs as a means of gaining access to such funds: 
“I’m aware that people are jumping on the bandwagon now and people are very 
good at writing tenders, and they reap [benefits] and everything, and they claim 
they’re a social enterprise when actually they deface the whole thing” Caroline 
The women were vociferous in decrying the fact that individuals had chosen to 
exploit the concept of SE for their own benefit and (economic) advantage, and 
were adamant in their assertion that the aggressive pursuit of profit, even 
alongside the creation of social value, was both unacceptable and in 
contravention of the true ‘spirit’ of SE.  
Interestingly, this was an issue highlighted by Social Enterprise UK (SEUK), the 
UK’s self-proclaimed “national membership body promoting social enterprise 
and its stakeholders” (SEUK, 2013b: 1), in a paper published in April 2012 in 
which it was noted that: 
“there has been a lot of discussion (and sometimes confusion) about what social 
enterprise is, and whether the social enterprise label could be ‘hijacked’ by 
businesses that aren’t social enterprises, but are keen to pretend they are” (SEUK, 
2012: 1). 
The sense of the ‘hijacking’ of the term social enterprise was also mentioned by 
Claudette, who expressed real exasperation at the fact that organisations could 
call themselves SEs (and be understood as such by a largely uninformed 
public) in spite of not actually being ‘real’ SEs: 
“I don’t want a private business that might give a tiny percentage of their profits to a 
charitable foundation to be able to say ‘therefore I am a social enterprise’, or 
because they work with some socially excluded group, or are paid large sums of 
money by the Government to do that, that it therefore makes them a social 
enterprise” Claudette 
Lucille, Sinéad, Caroline, and Claudette were all able to identify and articulate 
the types of organisations that they considered to be SEs in name only. Like 
many of the other women, they felt that the profit maximising behaviour, 
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unpremised upon a specifically values-driven foundation caused reputational 
damage to SE as a concept. They also expressed the belief that the identified 
organisations were callously exploiting an opportunity in order to gain 
competitive advantage by branding themselves as SEs, when in fact they were 
mainstream businesses co-opting the term social enterprise for their own 
benefit.   
Sinéad’s use of the metaphoric expression ‘wolves in sheep’s clothing’ provided 
insight into the danger that she felt such organisations represented, as well as 
the duplicity and dishonesty that they embodied. Similarly, Lucille spoke of such 
organisations as ‘soiling the whole concept of social enterprise’, reflecting her 
interpretation of the corruption and moral pollution being wrought upon SE by 
such interlopers, and Caroline declared that such organisations ‘deface the 
whole thing’ implying both the wanton destruction that she felt could be wrought 
upon genuine SEs within the sector, in addition to the metaphorically 
constructed notion of ‘de-facing’ the sector i.e. removing its (unique) face, and 
thus rendering it anonymous and unrecognisable.  
The stereotype and legitimacy threat identified by the women in relation to the 
incursion of ‘counterfeit’ SEs, incorporated some aspects of the negative 
discourses relating to ‘Thatcherite’ entrepreneurship epitomised by the 
entrepreneur “who, while glamorous, was also a figure of avarice, opportunism, 
and corruption, a figure who might be envied but not admired or loved” (Grenier, 
2009: 179). Such behaviours provided a disagreeable counter-point to the 
centrality of values-driven behaviours within the women SEurs’ conception of 
SE, and was reflected in their obvious desire to distance themselves from the 
sorts of immoral, and dishonest behaviours often associated with ‘Thatcherite 
entrepreneurship’ that they believed the interlopers were displaying.  
As such, there emerged a strong sense that such errant behaviours should be 
‘policed’ in some (undefined) manner, and that organisations operating in such 
ways should both be both prevented from calling themselves SEs, as well as 
being prevented from operating within the SE sector, a sentiment echoed in a 
report on austerity and the Big Society agenda published by the New Economic 
Foundation (2010: 24) in which they stated that “[s]maller, value-driven 
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organisations will have to be protected from incursions by profit-driven 
enterprises and large corporations”. 
The women SEurs therefore appeared to conceive of the ‘counterfeit’ SEs as 
effectively misrepresenting themselves, and thus misleading an already 
confused general public as to their ‘true’ nature. The implication of a ‘policing’ 
role did not appear to correlate with a desire for any official sanctioning or 
endorsement of SE - for example, there was little support amongst the research 
cohort for the use of the SE Mark - nor did the women seem to want to set limits 
on the diversity of a sector that they acknowledged “operate[s] along a 
spectrum of activity, merging at one end with the voluntary and community 
sector and at the other with ethical and socially responsible businesses” (IFF, 
2005: 42). 
What the participating women SEurs appeared to desire was a top-down, policy 
commitment to the protection of the term ‘social enterprise’, in much the same 
way that certain food and drink names are protected. The women clearly felt 
very protective of the SE sector, and its status as a “philosophical departure 
from the past that will underpin a new way of doing business” (Ridley-Duff, 
2007: 389), and seemed to believe that the lack of values-driven behaviour by 
the ‘interlopers’ meant that they performed opportunity exploitation whereby 
they identified SE as offering a means by which to exploit opportunities (with 
exploitation being the operative word), and thereby to gain commercial 
competitive advantage.  
Interestingly, during the course of the interview process (July 2012), a US-
based software and content management company (salesforce.com) attempted 
to trademark the term ‘social enterprise’ within the US, EU (including the UK), 
and Jamaica (Hurley, 2012). The SE sector responded quickly and vocally, with 
SEUK organising the ‘Not in Our Name’ campaign, the objectives of which 
were: 
1. To ensure that Salesforce’s attempts to trademark use of the term ‘social 
enterprise’ in the UK and EU were not successful; 
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2. To persuade Salesforce to desist from applying for further trademarks and 
putting ‘TM’ next to the words social enterprise in its external communications as it 
has no trademark or trademark pending – this is misleading; and 
3. To raise awareness of REAL social enterprise – what it means, what the 
movement is trying to achieve, and to get more people supporting it. We mean to 
ensure it is a less attractive target for anyone who wishes to legally appropriate our 
name for private commercial gain in the future, by defending it robustly (SEUK, 
2012b).  
The definition that salesforce.com applied to their version of social enterprise 
related to the intentional use by an enterprise of “social media to engage with 
customers and deliver an experience that builds brand loyalty” (Smith, 2011). 
However, the backlash against salesforce.com by the ‘REAL social enterprise’ 
sector was significant, and resulted in the eventual withdrawal of the trademark 
application in September 2012 (Field, 2012).  
The incident represented a public playing-out of the very issue that the women 
SEurs had raised - of an organisation specifically attempting to co-opt the term 
SE for its own purposes, in service of its own agenda, and by so doing creating 
a legitimacy threat to genuine SEs: 
“[t]he potential damage to the sector was plain to see for all those involved: an 
infinitely wealthy tech giant hijacking a term that was already hazy in the public’s 
understanding” (ClearlySo, 2012). 
The response to the crisis from the SE sector (specifically SEUK) represented a 
curious reflection of women SEurs’ reactions to their experiences of sector 
incursion, with the exception that the SE sector was eventually moved to take 
action, which the women (individually) did not. As a result, a robust, and 
eventually successful, defence was raised against the interloper 
(salesforce.com), but no further action was taken to properly define or delineate 
SE to prevent a recurrence of the event in the future.  
Mirroring the women SEurs’ stories, the incursion into the SE sector by 
salesforce.com was marked by the enactment of behaviours that ran contrary to 
what was deemed to the true ‘spirit’ of SE by others occupying the sector. 
Identification of the interloper was thus made on the basis of errant 
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organisational behavioural features, which the wider SE sector rejected as 
unrepresentative of genuine SE.  
In this way, like the women SEurs, the wider SE sector and specifically SEUK 
who led the campaign against salesforce.com, sought to ‘define’ and ‘police’ SE 
through the identification and public rejection of behavioural elements that 
represented what it was not, rather than by attempting to define what SE 
actually was. 
This unwillingness to define and delineate the actual nature of SE was strikingly 
evidenced by the fact that whilst asserting its intention to “raise awareness of 
REAL social enterprise - what it means, what the movement is trying to achieve, 
and to get more people supporting it”, SEUK failed to provide either a definition, 
or even an explanation, of those issues.  
The seemingly empty rhetoric employed by SEUK was also demonstrated in the 
previously discussed 2012 publication in which they highlighted their concerns 
with regard to the possible ‘hijacking’ of the term SE by “businesses that aren’t 
social enterprises” (SEUK, 2012: 1). Bearing in mind that as an organisation 
SEUK marketed themselves as “the national body for social enterprise” (SEUK, 
2013: 68 emphasis added), they firmly asserted that their paper: 
“doesn’t aim to provide a strict definition, but instead sets out what Social 
Enterprise UK believes are the critical factors that make an organisation a social 
enterprise, and how businesses, public bodies and consumers will know one when 
they see one” (SEUK, 2012: 1). 
It is perhaps unsurprising then that the participating women SEurs tended to 
mostly define SE by what it was not, when it is considered that the body that 
claimed to speak for the SE sector nationally was equally as unable (and/or 
unwilling) to define it any more clearly than by a list of ‘critical factors’ that would 
sufficiently inform people to ‘know one when they see one’. 
7.2 SE in action: the operationalisation of SE as a values-driven concept 
As the women revealed more details about the manifestation of values-driven 
behaviours in their SEs, it became clear that whilst ‘values-driven’ formed the 
ethical core of the women SEurs’ conceptions of the differentiating features of 
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SE from mainstream enterprise, the ways in which their values were translated 
into actions within their SEs was also seen to be defining.  
It appeared that the women used the presence of values-driven behaviours as 
‘justification’ of the profit-seeking side of their work, re-imagining it as a form of 
‘ethical capitalism’, premised upon a notion of ‘ethical profit maximisation’, 
which sought to place human and/or environmental welfare at the centre of the 
SE business model.   
7.2.1 Staff treatment and working conditions as enactment of ‘ethical 
profit maximisation’ 
The issue of the care of staff (and volunteers/interns) emerged as a huge 
component of the women’s sense of the ethical nature of their organisations. 
For many of the women, the development of staff skills and competencies was 
a fundamental part of their business strategy, often resulting in excellent levels 
of staff retention. The use of volunteer staff was prevalent in many of the 
women’s SEs, and within that category of staff, the central issues to emerge 
were the payment of expenses, and the provision of meaningful, valuable, non-
exploitative work.  
For Lucille the decision, based upon her desire to not exploit her volunteers, to 
prioritise the payment of her volunteer staff resulted in her being able to secure 
the on-going commitment of two talented individuals who brought tangible value 
and skills to her SE:   
“we secured a grant to pay our volunteer travelling expenses, because we have 
really committed volunteers and we wanted to show that we are not only kind of 
taking peoples’ energy and time, we are also rewarding them even though we don’t 
have much money. So the money we have, we spend on people, and yeah I think it 
was a good move actually because we secured two really, really committed 
volunteers that way” Lucille 
During the course of her discussion on volunteer staff, she also mentioned that 
similar organisations to hers operating in the local area, did not to pay their 
volunteer staff, which led her to describe her own choice as “a step forward” 
(i.e. an improvement on the conditions offered elsewhere), which she felt had 
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had the (unintentional) additional benefit of contributing to the development of “a 
good reputation” for her organisation within the local community.  
Jennifer’s SE, whose volunteer staff were drawn from the adults with learning 
disabilities community that her SE served, focussed her attention on the quality 
of the work on offer. For her, and her SE, the key to the ethical use of 
volunteers was the opportunities that the volunteering provided for them to gain 
confidence and trust in themselves, and to learn new skills and competencies 
through being given meaningful work: 
“Giving [our volunteers] a sense of purpose and proper volunteering opportunities, 
not just saying “can you come and sweep up for us?”, but can you come and help 
me set-up for the [event]: these are the jobs that need doing, you need to come 
with me to the bank to get the £700 cash but you’re not to tell anyone that that’s 
what we’re going for because we might get mugged. That kind of sense of 
responsibility and a real role, and real opportunities to help us make a difference” 
Jennifer 
Like Lucille, for Jennifer and her SE, the investment of time, effort, and trust in 
her volunteers had resulted in securing a level of commitment and loyalty that 
she believed reflected the sense of ‘belonging’ that her volunteers felt: 
“People with learning disabilities often have files and files full of ‘achievements’ that 
mean nothing, so we aim to help people to reach their potential: for them to grow in 
confidence, to be part of something, and to have experiences that are meaningful, 
that are not tokenistic. Our management committee, which is made up of people 
with learning disabilities, have an amazing willing to help and they are some of the 
most committed members that were there from the start” Jennifer 
In contrast to Lucille’s, Jennifer’s volunteers were unpaid, however they 
nevertheless experienced their efforts as being both of value to the on-going 
success of the SE, and as being valued by the paid SE staff. Thus, in spite of 
the differences between the two organisations and their volunteer staff, the 
same connection was made between the extraction of value from the 
volunteers, and the simultaneous demonstration of the value that the 
organisations each placed upon the efforts of those volunteers. 
Nisha described a unique, and initially counter-intuitive, approach to dealing 
with her volunteer staff. Her SE required the regular use of professional people 
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in the capacity of mentors, and because many of her mentors were drawn from 
multi-national companies, she used the opportunity of providing them with 
mentoring experience to extract additional value by charging them to fulfil the 
volunteer role: 
“we’ve already started doing some of our own income generation, which is that we 
charge the mentors from the corporate sector mentors for the privilege! Those 
types of mentor have training and development budgets, so we very much pitch the 
mentoring as a professional development opportunity – we give them training, they 
take part in action learning sets, there’s a network opportunity, and so on and so 
forth. So we sell those at a grand per mentor, and it’s something we can keep 
doing, and even do that a little bit more actually as our reputation grows” Nisha 
In spite of the fact that Nisha charged her mentors to work with her SE, she 
nevertheless valued their contribution very highly, and had successfully 
managed to create a training and development package that offered them (paid 
for) reciprocal value in terms of their own professional development.  
Being very clear about her target market, understanding the opportunities that 
engaging such individuals could bring to her SE, and creating a product that 
produced simultaneous value for her SE and for her mentors, allowed Nisha to 
effectively double the value that she could extract from her mentoring 
volunteers, all without being in any way exploitative.  
The creation of a mutually beneficial cycle of value-adding between the SE and 
its volunteers, and the recognition of the value brought by volunteer staff to SEs 
also emerged in discussions relating to the use of interns. The major difference 
between the two groups (volunteers versus interns), was the clear 
acknowledgement by the SEurs that unlike other volunteering opportunities, 
internships represented stepping-stones to paid employment, and as such 
should only ever be treated as short-term commitments.  
Nevertheless, the centrality of non-exploitative relationships between the interns 
and the SE, and the value exchange that could be offered by the SE in return 
for the skills of the interns, was clear:   
“We have a few interns each year, and we tend to ask them to commit a minimum 
of time to the organisation, and they provide great support for our organisation, and 
I think they get a lot out of it in terms of professional development - we have a 
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training and development budget for them, and they also take part in team training” 
Lynette 
For Lynette, the ‘great support for [her] organisation’ offered by the interns 
during the course of their placements was cause enough for her to channel 
significant financial and temporal resources towards ensuring that the outcome 
of the placement for interns was not simply the development of skills, but also 
the development of professional capacity through individual and team-based 
training provision. 
Although Audrey’s SE was not sufficiently established to offer her interns even a 
minimum wage, she nevertheless did her utmost to ensure a non-exploitative 
relationship, and to create transferable experiential value for interns by ensuring 
that the work that they undertook was both challenging and stimulating, and 
also clearly time-limited:  
“We usually have three or four interns, but because we cannot pay our interns, we 
are very, very concerned that we give them a good experience when they’re here. 
We only ask for fifteen days [commitment] because we think more than that is not 
fair – up to fifteen days is ok, more than fifteen days and I start to worry, because 
we should be paying them. We need all these talented people to help us grow, so 
we are always trying to balance out their contribution to us, with our contribution to 
them, and ensure that they are not exploited” Audrey  
The imposition of a time limit on the internship placement appeared to be 
common practice, and allowed the SE to plan specific work projects for interns, 
based on both organisational need and intern specialism, in such a way that 
both parties were able to extract maximum benefit, and achieve maximum value 
in a mutually beneficial, time-limited exchange. 
Discussions of the treatment of permanent staff revealed an equally ethical and 
empowering approach. All the SEs that employed more than just the founder 
members as staff sought to provide money for staff development opportunities, 
and focussed attention on regular appraisal in order to quickly identify skills 
gaps/deficits, and to match training to both individual and organisational need: 
“we’re big into developing the staff here: we do regular, yearly, appraisals in which 
their training needs are identified – what they think they need, or their line manager 
thinks they need – and we link that into personal development, so all of the staff 
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here have undergone some sort of training, and they’ll let us know if there’s a 
relevant courses coming up, and then we also do interim ‘supervision’ about every 
six weeks to two months” Rosemary 
The approach to staff retention and development adopted within Rosemary’s 
SE reflected the dual needs of both the organisation and the individual, by 
combining a traditional annual staff appraisal system, with individual, personal 
development training opportunities for staff, alongside regular managerial 
supervision sessions. By so doing, Rosemary had been able to achieve a level 
of staff loyalty that meant that she had “staff that have been with me quite a 
long time, up to ten years”, and yet the ongoing expansion of her SE alongside 
the regular recruitment of new staff meant that her SE remained “quite 
vibrant…[and] a nice experience for younger volunteers and trainees”. 
The extensive provision of developmental and training opportunities for staff in 
Lynette’s SE was also underpinned by regular managerial supervision in the 
form of six-monthly appraisals, and the significant financial associated costs 
were off-set by the creative use of networks to provide pro-bono training, 
underpinned by a way of viewing staff development as an organisationally 
value-creating exercise in itself, in the form of loyal, revitalised, motivated, 
enthusiastic, and innovative staff: 
“each person has a personal training budget, and we have team training budgets, 
and then we also have a lot of training opportunities that we don’t pay for, so we 
tap into my network of pro bono support, and are able to train the teams in that 
way. And the way we do the training is very much based on our six monthly 
appraisals – we understand what people want in terms of their professional 
development, we also look at the overall organisational needs in terms of capacity-
building and up-skilling, and we try and match the two. And we also invest in 
sending people off on innovation camps, on educational camps, so that they have 
some time away from the office, and come back with something new” Lynette. 
7.2.2 Transparent, equitable remuneration of staff as enacted ‘ethical 
profit maximisation’ 
In addition to the focus on ongoing staff development, many of the women 
described their commitment to, and concern for, staff wellbeing in terms of pay - 
prioritising of payment of staff in difficult situations, limiting the differential of 
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remuneration between workers and managers, and the use of freelance 
workers.  
Thus, the first issue to emerge from the interview data relating to the ways in 
which the women SEurs claimed to enact values-driven ethical profit 
maximisation related to their attitudes to, and processes for, dealing with 
payment of staff. 
Several of the women SEurs described how they made a point of always 
prioritising the payment of their staff before themselves. By so doing, they 
sought to demonstrate their commitment to their staff, as well as the 
seriousness with which they viewed their role as employers (and financial 
providers): 
“our staff member is paid partly by the [funder], and partly by the business, and if 
there is any money left then I get a wage, and if not, I’ll just wait until the business 
is kind of more healthy” Lucille 
Lucille described the way in which she creatively managed the availability of 
funding for her single paid member of staff, expressing fortitude at the (regular) 
prospect of not being able to draw a wage for herself. Claudette spoke of an 
equally creative method of ensuring that her staff got paid in the event of a 
contract-related cash-flow problem, which involved her SE taking on the cost of 
a ‘working capital loan’.   
“for [one contract] we get paid every Friday, but if the last day of the month - when 
we normally pay our staff - is a Wednesday, then we would have to say ‘Look I’m 
sorry, we’re going to have to pay you 70% on Wednesday, and the other 30% 
when we actually get the money in on Friday’…so [to prevent that] we’ve gone to a 
social lender and taken out a £50K working capital loan” Claudette 
The ability to be self-sacrificing (in various ways), and to seek-out workable, and 
creative solutions to the issue of staff wage payment was typical amongst those 
women SEurs who employed paid staff. The common thread that wove 
thoughout all of their narratives, was the direct sense of responsibility that they 
felt towards their staff, and by association to their families.  
As employers, the moral responsibility and duty of care that the women felt 
towards their employees emerged very clearly and strongly, and was founded 
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upon an ethos of both honest and open communication with their staff, and an 
unwavering commitment to immediate and decisive action in case of problems, 
that served to minimise the negative impacts caused to staff members by 
organisational issues.  
Demonstrating a similarly person-centred, and values-driven thought process, 
four of the women SEurs raised the issue of the unethical nature of huge wage 
differentials between different types of employees in mainstream businesses, 
choosing to apply a much more open, transparent, and fair model of pay in their 
own organisations: 
“I pay both of my Directors the same as I get. So that’s what they earn and the 
differential between what I earn and our lowest paid member of staff is about £15k” 
Claudette 
Claudette considered each member of her staff to fulfil a vital and integral role 
within her SE, and as such felt that they each, individually contributed to the 
ongoing success of her organisation. She thus sought to pay everyone fairly for 
the differing, but equally essential contribution that they made, and worked hard 
to create and maintain the motivation and engagement of her staff.  
Her success in that area was born-out by the various local and national awards 
that her “brilliant team” had won for their work, which industry-based recognition 
had brought kudos to her SE, and helped to reinforce both the pride that her 
staff found in their work, and the sense of belonging (and attendant loyalty) that 
they experienced within the SE. 
Anne, whose organisation was a LA spin-out, described the establishment of 
her SE in terms of an opportunity to create a flat, rather than hierarchical, 
organisation in which all staff members would be paid the same: 
"[w]e all agreed what we would pay each other, and we agreed that we would all 
draw the same salary because that seemed appropriate" Anne 
In spite of the fact that she had managed the team of staff that formed the new 
spun-out SE for more than a decade, and continued to assume a similarly 
managerial role in the new organisation, she nevertheless felt that equal pay for 
all members of staff was the most fair and equitable way in which to lay the 
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foundations of the new SE. She justified her decision on the basis that each 
member of staff was working to their strengths, and deploying their skill-sets in 
the best way to ensure maximum benefit for both clients and the SE. 
The last aspect of wage differentials raised, related to the personal experience 
of some of the women in their former employments. Alexandra spoke of her 
own experience of seeing her bosses (owner/managers) extracting 
disproportionate amounts of money from their company, whilst simultaneously 
underpaying (and thus devaluing) their staff:  
“I have had bosses who have taken £300,000 each out of the business and paying 
their more junior staff fourteen grand, and I think that’s unethical - you know,  to 
openly pay low and reward yourselves high - that’s a ‘no-no’. So we [Directors] 
have pegged our salary at industry average, not the lowest, not the highest, but 
we’ve done that because we’re an experienced senior team, and we pay our sub-
contractors a fair wage – we pay them 60% of cost, which is our same salary pay” 
Alexandra 
By contrast, Jasmine’s experience working for a co-operative on a work 
placement as part of her degree course, had provided her with the inspiration to 
emulate what she considered to be ethical behaviour and ‘best practice’ in staff 
pay in her own SE:  
“I did my placement in a co-operative and they had an ethical pay policy whereby I 
[as an unqualified staff member] only got paid two and a half times less than the 
Directors, so we’ve taken that ethical approach for our own social enterprise” 
Jasmine 
Thus, for Alexandra, Claudette, and Jasmine there existed a direct connection 
between parity in staff pay, and the ethical management of a SE. The decision 
to pay staff fairly and transparently represented an integral part of what they 
deemed to be the ethical behaviour expected of SEs, and served as tangible 
proof of SE’s rejection of the moral bankruptcy of profit maximisation at any 
cost, and the unbridled greed that led to huge wage differentials within 
organisations.  
Interestingly, Alexandra went on to explain how finding a way, through her SE, 
to reject and redress the deeply unethical behaviours that she had routinely 
witnessed in her previous employment, had effectively saved her career: 
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“I really was considering leaving the industry because it felt so wrong, whereas this 
appears to be a way of doing what I want to do without compromising on my own 
values” Alexandra 
In this way, it became clear that the women SEurs’ moral beliefs and that ways 
in which they were able to positively enact them through their SEs, provided 
them with the means by which to reclaim and reframe the injustices that they 
had witnessed in relation to their previous employments and experiences, and 
to demonstrate the practicality of a person-centred, values-driven approach to 
the nexus of the social and economic activities of business. 
7.2.3 Fair pricing as enacted ‘ethical profit maximisation’ 
The issue of fair, yet competitive, pricing emerged as the second aspect of the 
non-exploitative, ethical profit maximisation efforts of the women SEurs. For 
Margot, whose SE manufactured high-end goods from reclaimed and upcycled 
waste products, the balance to be struck was in finding a price that 
demonstrated the added value that her SE brought to waste materials by re-
processing them, which simultaneously made her products aspirational yet 
reasonably affordable. By so doing, she was enabled to position her SE within a 
highly competitive market that could provide the growth potential that she 
desired in order to effect the reduction of the specific waste problems that she 
had identified: 
“we didn’t want to sell £3000 [goods] - it didn’t sit comfortably with us, and also 
selling really expensive [goods] means you are probably looking at selling a few 
thousand units per year, and then that doesn’t solve the waste problem either, so 
we have to kind of be at a price point that is aspirational but affordable”  Margot 
A similar theme was reported by Alexandra, whose approach to pricing was 
based on achieving a fair price for both her clients and her SE. By so doing, she 
additionally sought to provide evidence to her clients of ethical business 
practices in action: 
“we’ve taken a view as part of our ethos of the business on charging a fair price, so 
we’re not the cheapest - we don’t believe in the bargain bucket thing - but nor are 
we anywhere near close to the kind of fees that the big operations charge. But 
actually our pricing is driven more by our ethics, we believe in a fair price and we 
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think that the pricing that we put is fair, and again, we’re very transparent” 
Alexandra 
Likewise Jasmine, who had spoken previously of being accused of being ‘anti-
capitalist’, explained her pricing policy in terms of fairness to both client and 
staff, highlighting the fact that the price charged would be competitive, not 
exploitative, that the work would be undertaken to the highest standards of 
which they, as an organisation, were capable, and that all staff working on the 
project would be appropriately remunerated, and not exploited:  
“It’s not about saying “oh no, definitely don’t pay us for this because we’ll just do 
this from the love of our hearts” - that’s not an appropriate way to run a business. 
But it is about going “ok, pay us fairly for what we’re doing and we will do the best 
job that we can, and we will be ethical – if we have to get other people in, it will be 
on a fair basis”” Jasmine 
The women SEurs’ ethical profit maximisation, as evidenced by the 
organisational behaviours and ethos of their SEs that they described, 
demonstrated their desire to provide ‘living proof’ of the ways in which profit-
making could be pursued without the exploitation of people or planet. As such, it 
could be understood as representing an active and enacted rejection of the 
negative and destructive elements of mainstream (big) business discourses and 
attendant stereotypes alongside those previously discussed. Figure 7.2 on the 
following page provides a pictorial representation of the legitimacy threats 
experienced by the women: 
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Figure 7.2: The legitimacy threats associated with discourses and attendant stereotypes 
of radical politics, charity, religion, and ‘Thatcherite entrepreneurship’  
A second theme emerged alongside the issue of fair, non-exploitative pricing, 
which coalesced around the widely-felt sense that outsiders to the SE sector 
believed SE to be ‘cheap’:  
“the Government’s outsourcing [of public services] agenda is underpinned by the 
belief that social enterprise can deliver the same work, on the cheap” Caroline 
The sense of helpless frustration and resignation to the government/politicians’ 
view of SE as being the ‘cheap’ version of mainstream enterprise (with the 
added benefit of a double/triple bottom line) was a palpable and regular theme: 
"Simply put, I think that politicians see social enterprise as cheap" Audrey 
A side-effect described by several of the women SEurs of SE being maligned as 
the ‘poor relation’ to mainstream business, were the problems created for 
organisational legitimacy by the attendant associations that such a 
conceptualisation inevitably invoked e.g. SE being of lesser quality than ‘real’ 
enterprise: 
“we do have a challenge and a stigma about people not believing that we are real 
businesses or real business people” Holly 
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Lucille echoed a similar concern about the perceived legitimacy of SE, and 
made the connection between the dominant discourses of mainstream 
enterprise – profit maximisation, high turnover, high levels of profit etc. – and 
the conceptual mismatch of SE: 
“I don’t think [SE] is valued at all, we’re not seen as proper people because we 
don’t make big money, because we don’t talk big money, so we’re not as important 
[as mainstream SMEs]” Lucille 
Thus, not only did the women feel that SE was being undermined by its 
conceptualisation as ‘cheap’, there also emerged a distinct feeling that the 
increasingly negative way in which SE was being approached was a direct 
result of the policy decisions of the Coalition government around their so-called 
‘austerity measures’, and the failure of the Big Society agenda: 
“with the change to the Coalition Government, not only have social enterprises 
been uttered in the same breath as, you know, philanthropy, which if you think 
about it conceptually doesn’t fit, it’s also been put together with the idea of 
volunteering - so things being provided on the cheap” Chrissie 
The impact of the situation on day-to-day organisational operations within a 
competitive marketplace was summed up by Alexandra, who described the 
frustration of attempting to create credible and workable bids for publically-
funded project work, whilst attempting to deal with the unrealistic expectations 
of Local Authorities (LAs) whose commissioners retained the same high 
expectations in terms of work quality, and hours of work undertaken, in spite of 
massive budget cuts: 
“we operate a very lean management and very lean costs, and we reflect that in 
our costs and the response to that is interesting - from the local government side 
we’ve frequently been too expensive, although to be honest we’ve looked at the 
costs of things when we’ve been told that, and thought “someone’s either lying or 
they really are going to get an awful job!” I mean, projects that used to be worth 
forty-five thousand are now about ten” Alexandra. 
What these themes and sub-themes appeared to indicate was that the various 
discourses with which SE was (usually wrongly) associated by SE sector 
outsiders, often provoked erroneous stereotypes, that the women SEurs sought 
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to deflect and/or manage in ways that reflected their own fundamentally ethical 
conceptions of SE.  
However, as a result of the cognitive activation of these stereotypes, the women 
and their SEs were (pre)-judged, and sometimes found wanting, being judged 
according to the internal logic of the erroneous assumptions, rather than on the 
collective and cumulative basis of the observed quality of the goods/services 
produced and sold, the ethics and values displayed by and within the SEs, and 
the ways in which the women and their SEs created the social/environmental 
value associated with their double/triple bottom lines.  
As such, the problems for the women SEurs occurred when the stereotypes 
imposed upon them and their SEs, clashed with the values-driven 
characteristics and behaviours of SE that the women sought to enact and 
highlight through their work. Examples of these included the ‘amateur’ and ‘free’ 
stereotypes associated with religiously motivated and charitable social 
interventions, which stood in contrast to both the women’s portrayal of 
themselves as capable professionals worthy of the (fair) price that they attached 
to the sale of their SEs’ goods/or services, and to the ruthless profit 
maximisation, and personal wealth generation stereotypes associated with 
mainstream (big) business discourses.      
The organisational legitimacy and threats posed by such discourse-driven 
stereotypes, and the values-driven characteristics that the women SEurs sought 
to defend are outlined in Figure 7.3 on the following page: 
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Figure 7.3: Organisational identity threats posed by stereotypes associated with charity 
and business discursive domains, and the values-driven characteristics of SE   
In the face of erroneous assumptions about SE by the general public, the 
women SEurs felt obliged to spend time and effort defending and justifying their 
misunderstood, and maligned ‘hybrid’ working methods:  
“when I go into [prospective client meetings] now, I am ready to justify social 
enterprise as much as I am there to sell our services, especially if someone’s 
perhaps put us in a box that might be a disadvantage” Alexandra 
Alexandra was well aware of the potential damage that a misunderstanding of 
her SE business model could do to the process of securing new business, and 
having already experienced the misconceptions projected onto her SE by ill-
informed potential clients, she had made the decision to include an explanation 
of her SE’s working methods into her sales pitch as a means of pre-empting, 
and thereby managing, erroneous assumptions, and simultaneously educating 
her clients. 
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Jessica described similar incidents, which caused her to experience frustration 
at having to explain and justify what, to her, were logical and ethical business 
practices as if they represented something slightly untoward or suspicious:  
“because of politics, because of big business, because of people’s selfishness, you 
actually end up going down routes that does not make it easy for you. You always 
have to justify why you’re doing it for the right reasons, which is daft” Jessica 
Lucille, however, described a much more troubling, confrontational, and 
aggressive reaction to the receipt by her SE of a small grant from her local 
council: 
“because we were getting money from [the local] council some people were really 
nasty about that, so we had to go to the on the radio to explain ourselves and to 
kind of defend ourselves a bit about what we were doing. We were blamed for 
wasting tax payer money and all sorts of things, yeah, it was nasty” Lucille. 
For Lucille then, the local population’s belief in the ‘undeservingness’ of her 
SE’s cause combined with the increased social intolerance known to emerge in 
times of economic crisis, which reflected the “deeper social and economic 
anxieties caused by the withdrawal of state services and the logic of neo-liberal 
capitalism” (Dominelli, 2014: 1), and led to a back-lash effect when the local 
populace became aware that her SE had received a publically-funded grant in 
support of its work.  
The aggressive and vocal nature of the criticisms levelled against her and her 
SE by opponents to the endowment of the grant, coupled with the fact that as a 
small, locally-based SE employing local people Lucille (and by association, her 
staff) were subjected to personally-directed public criticism, meant that she felt 
that she had no choice but to attempt to mollify the dissenters by engaging in a 
broadcast question and answer session. Nevertheless, whilst Lucille sought to 
reduce the threat both to herself, as the SE owner, and to the local legitimacy of 
her SE, she simultaneously felt “backed into a corner” (Lucille) and deeply upset 
at having had to engage in what she considered to be a needless defence of 
the activities that her SE had undertaken, with the support of the local 
community, for several years. 
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What the situation appeared to demonstrate was the fact that whilst public 
opinion had deemed her SE’s work to be deserving of public financial support 
previously, the reduction in the availability of public funding, and the attendant 
re-evaluation of ‘deserving’ and ‘un/less deserving’ causes had created a 
situation within which the dissenters’ voices were given a platform (and 
therefore a level of power and influence) that resulted in an, albeit temporary, 
shift in public perception of the worthiness of the work that her SE undertook.     
7.3 Conclusion  
The women SEurs’ understandings of SE and SEship were unanimously 
underpinned by a view of SEship that had moral values at its core the presence 
of which, the women believed marked it out as being fundamentally different to 
mainstream entrepreneurship. This feature of SEship, enacted by the women 
through their SEs, and identified by them as being ‘at the heart’ of SE, and ‘in its 
DNA’ was notable for its absence from the dominant discourses of SE and 
SEship created by the ‘key paradigm-building actors’ associated with the sector. 
Indeed, the apparent unproblematic ease with which the ‘grand narrative’ of 
SEship implied that SE could produce its combined financial and 
social/environmental outputs gave lie to the reality of the women SEurs’ 
experiences, which provided multiple examples of economic hardship, time-
poverty, and general misunderstanding, and in some cases mistrust, of SE by 
the general public.  
The poor public understanding of SE was shown to lead to the erroneous 
application of stereotypes associated with a variety of discursive domains to the 
SEs organisations, and by association to women SEurs themselves, which 
served to undermine the outward-facing legitimacy of their SEs and themselves 
as professional women. 
As a result of these (mis)understandings of SE and SEship by the general 
public, the women described experiencing an ongoing ‘battle’ to assert the 
legitimacy of their organisations as professional, ethical profit-maximising, and 
wealth-sharing businesses in the face of assumptions of the amateurism and 
free service delivery associated with charity/voluntary work, and the personal 
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wealth accumulation and ruthless profit maximisation associations of the 
‘Thatcherite’ entrepreneurship of the 1980s. 
In attempting to delineate and describe SE, the women drew on the legitimating 
discourses of business that encompassed the majority of the elements that they 
felt reflected the type and quality of work undertaken through their SEs as 
outlined above, whilst simultaneously strongly asserting the ‘differences’ 
between their SEs and mainstream businesses premised upon their values-
driven mind-sets (and attendant behaviours), their lack of focus on personal 
wealth accumulation, and their view of themselves as social change agents. 
The following chapter expands upon these themes by exploring the ways in 
which the women reported practicing SEship as a values-driven activity, through 
the creation of organisational cultures within their SEs that mirrored the 
women’s personal values, and the ways in which they brought the concept of 
‘ethical profit maximisation’ to play in their work.  
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Chapter Eight: Findings - SEurial identity, gender, and enacted 
SE (SEship)  
8.0 Introduction 
Building upon both the first and second results chapters, this chapter explores 
the links between the gendering and feminisation of SE (discussed in the 
chapter entitled ‘Political construction of SE: discursive and rhetorical 
conceptualisations of the ‘idea(l)’ of SE’), the development of a SEurial identity, 
with specific reference to the values-driven ‘core’ of  SE elucidated by the 
women SEurs (discussed in the chapter entitled ‘SE in practice: articulations of 
SE and SEship amongst SEurs’), and the ways in which gender manifested 
within the women’s SEurial activities. 
As such the life experiences of the women SEurs, and the impact(s) that such 
experiences had on the development of their SEurial identity (as a necessary 
pre-condition to engagement with SE) were explored, and where the women 
disclosed gendered experiences as relevant to their SEurial activities, their 
influences – both negative and positive – were evaluated. Additionally, the 
women’s discussions of their visions of SEurial success, and how these 
reflected gendered attitudes and norms were explored and compared to the 
emergent gender/feminisation data from the ‘Political construction of SE: 
discursive and rhetorical conceptualisations of the ‘idea(l)’ of SE’ chapter.  
The interview process undertaken with the women SEur study participants 
provided insight into, and evidence of, some of the multiplicity of ways in which 
gender impacted upon their working lives both prior, and subsequent, to 
engaging with SEship. What also (unexpectedly) emerged were the ways in 
which gender-based abuse, experienced in the workplace, served to ‘shape’ 
some of the women’s attitudes to the importance of the creation of safe 
workplace environments, which were reflected in the organisational cultures of 
the SEs that they subsequently founded.   
Information relating to the experiences of gender and the gendering of 
SE/SEship was not sought directly, which allowed the women to identify and 
disclose those (gendered) aspects of their life story narratives that they deemed 
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important to the development of their SEurial identities, and to relate them in a 
natural, unprompted fashion.  
Where such issues did emerge, follow-up questions were asked to provide both 
clarification of the women’s interpretations of the personal effects of these 
gendered experiences, and to ensure both a proper understanding of the 
context in which such issues occurred, and the wider ramifications and 
implications for the women’s practice of SE. 
8.1 The narrative construction of SEurial identity: life experience as a 
motivator for SEship 
The reported experiences of many of the interviewees revealed the huge 
importance of life experiences – particularly experiences in the formative years 
– on influencing women’s sense of connection to others, and their subsequent 
decisions to pursue careers in SE:  
“the fact that my SE is all about sustainable development – that’s totally related to 
my life experience. It’s focussed on women, based on the fact that I realised that 
the people I was working with were predominantly women, so I closed the loop, 
because I feel very comfortable working with women. And I come from a 
background of people who have been active campaigners, and involved in politics 
or unions in one way or another, and earlier at school I was politicised very early, 
and I realised that everything was connected – nature, people, environment – so at 
a very early stage I was eager to know more about these things, and to do 
something about it” Caroline. 
Whilst many of the women cited the direct influence of family members and the 
familial context on their eventual decision to establish SEs, others described 
forming working partnerships based on shared value-sets developed through 
observation of poor working practices:  
“setting up the social enterprise was 100% life experience I think. I mean, the 
partners in the business all have their individual motivations and reasons, but 
where we come together is that we all fundamentally believe that business should 
be more sharing, more ethical, and that being an employer is about wealth 
generation for everyone, not just a few individuals” Alexandra. 
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For Lucille, whose SE was established and run in conjunction with her with her 
husband, the same values that drew them together as a couple, and informed 
their marital life experiences – of travel, cross-cultural communication, living and 
working abroad – led them to establish their SE: 
“my SE is very much because of those life experiences really, it’s everything 
actually, more or less. Yeah, it’s our values and our experience in life that made us 
think it was important to set up our [SE]” Lucille, 
whilst for Suzanne, a sensitive and empathetic nature - developed as a child - 
led her to identify and understand inequality in her own community context, and 
to feel a sense of personal responsibility to use her skills and abilities to try to 
provide opportunities to those whose lives had not been as privileged as her 
own:     
“it’s completely [about my life experiences]! 100%! Yeah, it’s everything! I think I’ve 
always felt other people’s pain. Where I went to school was one of the toughest 
comprehensives in [the area] and we all started off the first year feeling equal 
really, and then very, very quickly it became apparent that some were more equal 
than others, and by the time we got to our third year, some of them had dropped 
out completely, and there was no wonder when you knew their backgrounds and 
stuff. You know, they didn’t have a chance, and that was the thing that really stuck 
with me - how some people are just born without a chance and the injustice of it all” 
Suzanne. 
The parallels between the women’s descriptions of their experiential journeys to 
SE were startling, almost invariably describing early exposure to social injustice, 
alongside an ever-increasing sense of outrage at prevalent social inequalities, 
and a realisation that inaction was tantamount to collusion with the system that 
created and perpetuated such injustices.  
The idea that similar experiences and values had led different women to make 
similar life decisions, and to seek to create similar organisations for similar 
underlying purposes, provided a plausible explanation for the sense that the 
women SEurs appeared to have of the SE sector as being populated by 
‘kindred spirits’. This in turn gave explanatory power to the notion that such 
‘kindred’ spirits might well delineate SE (and ‘faux’ SE) in similarly coherent 
manners in spite of the lack of widely agreed-upon definitional criteria for SE. 
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The final issue to emerge as a coherent theme was the unanimous and 
rigorously upheld belief that SE could not legitimately be undertaken for 
personal financial gain. Like most of the other themes, this revealed itself in 
discussions of both the types of behaviours engaged in by ‘faux’ SEs, and those 
enacted by ‘genuine’ SEs, as a direct result of values-driven behavioural 
foundations, and reflected the DTI (2002: 7) assertion that SEs’ “surpluses are 
principally reinvested for that purpose in the business or in the community, 
rather than being driven by the need to maximise profit for shareholders and 
owners”.  
Alexandra described an experience that she had prior to establishing her own 
SE, in which she was approached by a former colleague who had set up a SE 
and who wanted her to work for him: 
"there was another social enterprise whose founder wanted me to come on board, 
but his ambition was to set up, run the business for five to seven years, make 
enough money to buy a yacht, then sell it. It just felt so wrong and to my mind it 
wasn't a social enterprise in its ethic" Alexandra 
For her, the personal ambitions of the founder stood at odds to her own 
conception of what constituted a ‘real’ SE, and in spite of the fact that she 
considered it to be a “hugely inspirational model, [producing] great work”, she 
declined to contribute her labour to an organisation whose ethics were not in 
line with her own.  
SE then, could be seen to represent a means by which Alexandra was enabled 
to actively engage in resisting and rejecting those aspects of mainstream 
business behaviour that she found unpalatable, whilst simultaneously enacting 
what she considered to be morally robust organisational behaviour. This point 
appeared to be confirmed when she described the disgust that she experienced 
at being consistently exposed to reported news stories of people exploiting their 
positions of power and influence for their own, sometimes illegal, gain:  
“I know it sounds a bit of a cynical view, but we have seen so many instances of 
disproportionate wealth share, of disproportionate focus on making-money for a 
few at the expense of the employees, or their families, or the economy, and we’re 
in a mess. I mean, you know what? You [Directors] really didn’t need to all walk 
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home with £27million, and make twenty thousand people redundant. It just isn’t 
necessary, and that huge wealth generation that is the driver for so many 
businesses and entrepreneurs, I just don’t agree with” Alexandra 
Margot brought a slightly different view to the issue of personal profit through 
SE, coloured by her passion for waste management which formed the core of 
her SE’s activity. She had started by identifying an as-yet unresolved waste 
problem, and had then used her entrepreneurial skills to find a workable 
solution upon which to build a sustainable business model that reflected her 
personal ethics: 
“money was never the driver for me, and I actually think it is easier to be 
passionate in a social enterprise than it is in a traditional business. I want to keep 
waste out of the ground, I want people to value the resources we have, I want to 
change people’s relationship with the environment, and my best way of doing that 
is through business” Margot. 
For Margot then, SE represented a means by which to combine her primary 
passions of changing people’s perception of ‘waste’, and society’s management 
of it, with her entrepreneurial skills in order to achieve social change, and earn a 
living. The concept of using the identification of a problem as a starting point for 
the subsequent development of a business formulated around its solution, 
demonstrated the link between Margot’s environmental ethics, and the 
application of her acquired business acumen in a seamless and symbiotic 
relationship: 
“that was the start of the business – this beautiful material that I fell in love with that 
first day was going to landfill and I was just kind of incensed by that, that within the 
system we have got, nothing had been discovered, and we knew we had to build a 
sustainable working model out of it, because it’s not like I have a big warehouse in 
the sky that I can just put this stuff into and look at and dream about, you have to 
actually transform it into something else” Margot 
In Margot’s case, her environmental ethical convictions allowed her to identify 
an opportunity to create a SE whose purpose was to upcycle former waste 
products into saleable goods, and like Alexandra, the purpose of her business 
was to facilitate social/environmental change rather than to become personally 
wealthy. 
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Claudette described similar values-driven opinions underpinning her position on 
personal wealth accumulation through SE. For her, the lack of desire to become 
rich was informed by her religious beliefs, and motivated her to engage with SE 
was the means it provided by which to creatively explore sustainable solutions 
to social problems: 
“I suppose my own personal values have brought me to SE – I am a Christian, I 
have my own value set, I’m not driven by money anyway, and the excitement of 
finding a new way to address a social issue just absolutely floats my boat! It’s so 
exciting!” Claudette 
Anne, whose SE was spun-out from a public sector organisation, described the 
freedom that SE offered her and her colleagues to intuitively, and rapidly 
respond to client need, which flexibility reflected her sense of social justice: 
"What does motivate me is the ability to make my own decisions and not be the 
result of someone else's decisions - the nature of the hierarchy means that you 
don't always get to do what you would like to do, or what you feel intuitively is the 
best thing to do, and I think we can use our intuition - you know, our sense of 
fairness and all of those things, here. It's really nice to have the confidence and 
experience and to put it to good use" Anne 
Like the other women, Anne too felt that SE should not represent a means by 
which to gain financially, but rather as a way in which to achieve the ‘gain’ of 
combining ‘decency’ and ‘goodness’ to the delivery of a much-needed service, 
whilst simultaneously earning a liveable wage: 
“Social enterprise is a good middle ground for people to earn a decent salary, earn 
a decent living, provide a good service, but for those who aren't wanting to drive 
Rolls Royce, and have ten houses around the world" Anne 
Using SE as a means by which to align personal ethics and politics with 
meaningful employment, was also echoed by Rosemary who provided a 
(gendered) interpretation of the connections between the presence of large 
numbers of women in the SE sector, the social focus of SE, and the lack of a 
personal profit motivation:    
“I think that [SE] is an industry that women tend to gravitate to because quite a lot 
of us are not motivated by money - it’s that idea that what you do actually matters, 
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and is making a difference to people’s lives in a meaningful way that draws us in” 
Rosemary 
Rosemary’s explanation provided insight into her understandings of the 
motivations of the women SEurs for their involvement in SE, based upon her 
personal relationship with SE, and (presumably) her experiences with other 
women in the sector. In fact, she was one of two women who articulated a 
perceived connection between profit maximisation and masculinity in 
specifically gendered terms, the other being Nisha who explained her 
relationship with SE as a business model, in the following way: 
“I’m not interested in making loads of money, so for me, my comfort at being in 
business is because it’s about nurturing others – it’s still very female, it’s very much 
a social venture, it’s not about becoming rich” Nisha 
The other women who discussed their apparent indifference to personal wealth 
creation alongside their commitment to the human involvement inherent in 
much of their SEs’ work, tended to focus on the human interaction and 
empowerment process involved: 
“I suppose I never wanted to make lots of money. The social passion side of it is 
what motivates me” Rebecca 
Fiona described her pleasure at discovering a way of conducting business that 
was not simply focussed on creating wealth for owners and shareholders, but 
which made the connection between people and profit: 
“I think social enterprise is so attractive to me it’s because it brings such a human 
dimension to it - to enterprise, and to business - and that’s what I like about it” 
Fiona, 
and Lucille described a relationship with SE that construed it as providing a 
vehicle through which to enact her personal politics:  
“I want to be in touch with people, I want to be real, I want to be doing things that 
matter to me, I suppose. With social enterprise I can fulfil my ideals” Lucille.  
Using SE to undertake business (trading) activities in a morally sound manner 
(ethical profit maximisation), that kept them and their SEs ‘in touch with people’, 
provided evidence of some of the aspects of the mainstream (big) business 
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discourses from which the women SEurs wished to distance themselves e.g. 
lack of human connection (to staff, customers, and communities), and single-
minded profit maximisation at any cost to people and planet. Furthermore, it 
demonstrated the centrality of personal politics and life experience to the 
development of a SEurial identity as a precursor to the establishment of an SE 
organisation.  
8.2 Dedication to SE (‘real’ SEurial identity), personal privations, and the 
enacted commitment to ‘ethical profit maximisation’ 
The associations between a lack of monetary focus, and the presence of ethical 
behaviours emerged strongly in other stories that the women SEurs told about 
their understandings and experiences of SEship, wherein they often described 
the financial (and associated lifestyle) privations that they had willingly endured 
in order to establish their SEs.  
Ongoing remuneration issues (not being able to draw a living wage from their 
SEs) were treated lightly and with humour, with the women demonstrating 
resilience to their situations, and unswerving commitment to the establishment 
of their SEs: 
“[when we started up] we lived ridiculously cheaply - we rented a room in a friend’s 
house and we were able to live - the two of us - on about £6,000 a year. We were 
on our own [we had no dependents], we ate very simply, we didn’t go to the pub, 
we didn’t go to movies, in terms of sport and fitness I went running all the time and 
[my partner] cycled everywhere so you know, once you own a bike or a pair of 
trainers, that sort of thing is free” Margot 
For Margot, enacting ‘real’ SE values extended into her personal life, as she 
sought to minimise her outgoings in order to ensure the continued viability of 
her SE business idea. She and her business partner (also her life partner) were 
apparently willing to renegotiate their entire lives – where they lived, how they 
lived etc. – so that their savings could be channelled into researching and 
building a workable business model on which to base their SEurial ideals. 
The willingness to moderate a former lifestyle in pursuit of a SEurial goal was a 
common theme amongst the women SEurs, who often expressed both pride 
and contentment in their newfound abilities to live well on slender means:  
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“[a]s long as I’m earning enough money to eat, and I know that I need say, a grand 
a month, so if I can earn a grand a month, I’m happy, I’ve got more than enough 
money” Suzanne 
For several of the women, particularly those at start-up stage, the establishment 
of a second, self-employed business alongside the SE provided additional 
income with which to supplement/support the nascent SE and the SEur herself. 
Specific examples of these situations, and the impacts that they had upon the 
women’s lives were mentioned by both Nisha and Suzanne. 
Nisha spoke of having to ‘juggle’ the demands made on her by undertaking paid 
work in addition to her SEurial work: 
“I set up on very little money – just five grand in grants – and juggled paid freelance 
work for the first year” Nisha, 
and Suzanne similarly described her decision to work in the capacity of a self-
employed consultant in order to fund her day-to-day living costs whilst she 
established her SE on a solid foundation in the hope of eventually being able to 
draw a wage from it:   
“I’ve got a consultancy as well where I am a sole trader that was just supposed to 
be a fall-back to support me while I was setting up, but that’s kept a roof over my 
head. The plan is to eventually get a living wage out of the social enterprise” 
Suzanne 
Very few of the women were able to rely on accumulated savings from previous 
employments to financially sustain them while they established their SEs, and 
all the women reported a fall in their level of income (actual and disposable) 
when embarking upon the path to SE establishment.  
However, the move from (often) well remunerated mainstream employment to 
poorly paid (or unpaid) work in their own SE did not emerge as a source of 
regret for the women, who remained stoical about their ongoing, relative 
poverty. Chrissie, for example, described her inability to draw a wage during the 
first year of trading, but spoke with pride of her SE’s ability to provide a 
(minimal) wage during the second: 
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“in the first year we didn’t make enough money to pay ourselves and in the second 
year we did make enough money to pay ourselves but I think we paid ourselves 
about £400 a month” Chrissie 
Joanna also expressed (self-deprecating) pride at the ability of her SE to 
provide her with an income, in spite of the small amount per month that that 
represented: 
“I’ve just started paying myself [after 18 months trading] - £470 a month over the 
last 6 months! Yay!” Joanna. 
Audrey, who had previously mentioned the fact that people tended to express 
shock and dismay when told that she sought to make a profit through her SE, 
had also been unable to draw a living wage but also chose to make light of her 
difficult situation: 
"We do pay ourselves, but it's a very small amount - a seasonally infrequent 
event!" Audrey 
The feeling of pride expressed by the women in relation to their ability to 
resiliently adapt to, and creatively manage, their much-reduced income levels, 
was remarkable. Indeed there emerged a strong sense that the women believed 
their straightened circumstances to represent a ‘badge of honour’ and an 
authentication of their status as owner/managers of ‘real’ SEs, which theory was 
borne-out in the women’s assertions of their belief that the ‘doing good’ aspect 
of their work was at least as much, if not more, of a reward as the financial 
aspect.  
Fiona, for example, described the correlation in her mind between her pride in 
her work as an SEur, and the positive social impact achieved by her SE: 
“I want to earn a decent living by doing good really” Fiona. 
Alexandra spoke of the moral peace that the joint effects of working to a double 
bottom line through SE, and earning a good (morally sound) wage brought her:  
“my motto is ‘earn well, sleep well’, and I do” Alexandra, 
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and Emma expressed her deep satisfaction at having a positive impact on 
people’s lives through her work, which appeared to off-set the fact of her 
relatively poor level of income: 
“knowing that you’re making a difference to real people’s lives [is what matters]; I 
don’t know how you capture that, bottle it, because that is the main motivator. It’s 
not the money, god it’s not the money!” Emma. 
Indeed, the ways in which the values-driven SEurial way of thinking and 
behaving had widely infiltrated, and been embraced within, many of the women 
SEurs’ lives was  perfectly captured by Sue, who described the morality 
attendant upon SE as a ‘way of life’: 
“social enterprise is a good way for people to live their lives” Sue. 
8.2.1 SEurial identity 1: education of ‘outsiders’ as enacted SE practice 
On the back of the discussions relating to the various misconceptions around 
SE, many of the women SEurs described their active involvement in activities 
focussed upon the education of people outside the SE sector on the merits of 
SE. For these women, there appeared to be a consideration that such activities 
represented a ‘moral duty’ to be undertaken by ‘real’ SEurs in support of the 
cause of SE, the typical ‘pay-off’ for which was the provision of a free platform 
from which to raise awareness/market of their own SEs. 
Rosemary eloquently described the dual function of this type of voluntary work: 
“I was speaking at an event this week about what we’ve done at this community 
centre, you know, raising the profile of social enterprise, and also raising the profile 
about our social enterprise too” Rosemary, 
while Margot spoke of the high demand for public speaking engagements 
that she experienced as a SEur:  
“I get asked to do a lot of public speaking on doing what you love and doing good, 
and doing well, doing saving the planet and turning a profit. All these kinds of these 
events and these kinds of things” Margot. 
For Emma, the desire to promote a better public understanding of SE meant 
that she was willing to attend public speaking engagements around the country: 
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“I try to raise awareness of social enterprise, so whenever I can I speak at events - 
nationally, regionally, or whatever” Emma, 
and Alexandra expressed her belief that being a SEur came with a moral 
obligation to raise awareness and understanding of the sector, as a matter of 
course: 
“I think in order to run a social enterprise you have to be prepared and accept that 
you are championing the sector, and that you have to commit both time and energy 
to building, supporting, and championing the sector” Alexandra. 
The women engaged in these public speaking activities expressed a sense that 
the SE sector needed to take control of the situation regarding the lack of 
understanding of SE amongst the general public, and to take responsibility for 
‘marketing’ SE effectively. Whilst there existed an acknowledgement that the 
diversity of the SE sector represented a significant hurdle to be overcome in 
terms of communicating the nature and benefits of SE to an external audience, 
it was nevertheless agreed that such difficulties should not represent a barrier to 
the promotion of the SE message: 
“it’s up to us to actually promote the message that there’s lots of different ways of 
doing [SE], so we need good advocates in the social enterprise field” Holly. 
In a similar vein, Sínead described her belief that the diversity of the SE 
sector was an ‘internal’ issue i.e. one that should be resolved within the SE 
community, and that the value-adding defining features of SE were what 
should be communicated to external audiences:  
“we always try to promote more understanding about social enterprise and the 
varieties within the sector - we don’t really want [people outside the sector] to know 
all the fragmentation [around definitions] - but at least to understand what the 
difference is, that there’s a social aspect, to hear it from the horse’s mouth” Sínead. 
The large number of women who spoke of undertaking unpaid speaking 
engagements relating to the promotion of SE as a business model, 
demonstrated the (informal) solidarity within the SE community experienced by 
the women. However, the emergent collective sense of commitment to the SE 
‘cause’ through the enactment and promotion of SE to external audiences, 
appeared to be largely unrelated to individual connections and relationships 
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between the women SEurs, a point borne-out by the fact that the majority of the 
women reported not belonging to any formal SE networks, or membership 
organisations.  
8.2.2 SEurial identity 2: SEurs as political activists/boundary-breakers 
The sense of a loose-knit community of people, individually enacting ‘political’ 
behaviours through values-driven trading in order to effect social change, was 
perfectly captured by Margot who, in her discussion about the coalition 
government’s Big Society policy agenda, declared that:  
“[the Big Society] is being driven by the social entrepreneurs that are out there on 
the ground - it’s the ground swell, it’s not a top down thing” Margot. 
Suzanne described her vision of the cumulative effects of the efforts of 
individual SEs to create social change from the bottom up, which implied the 
presence of an unofficial ‘movement’ for social change being enacted through 
SE: 
“people will see that actually we’ve got something to offer and that whatever they 
[individuals SEs] are doing, however small it is, action has a huge impact 
nationally, because together it’s important” Suzanne. 
Sue appeared to similarly believe in the collective power of the SE sector 
to effect social change, but bemoaned its inability to speak the ‘language’ 
of power i.e. business management and economics:  
“it’s part of the kind of revolution that’s going on, that actually things are coming up 
from grass roots - we’ve got to present facts and figures in business-speak which is 
hard, but we have to prove our credibility” Sue. 
The sense of SEurs as individual ground-breakers, revolutionaries, and 
activists, forming part of a larger social ‘presence’ was also echoed in other of 
the women’s interviews. For women like Rosemary, the issue revolved around 
the frustration that she felt at the stifling of SE impact resulting from poorly 
directed and used public funding: 
“[I just think that they could cut out a layer if they understood social enterprise 
better; there are activists on the ground doing stuff that would, with a bit more 
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money, do even more, and they [the government] are giving the money to Local 
Authorities who are spending it on consultations!” Rosemary. 
For others, the issue of being an activist manifested in a sense of freedom 
afforded to the SEur by acting on her own instincts, outside of the 
‘establishment’:    
“I was much more motivated when I was doing something totally gorilla, that didn’t 
have funding, that hadn’t been approved by anyone” Nisha, 
and for others still, the act of creating a cycle of sustainable social change 
through SE represented a highly political act, and provided an unsurpassable 
opportunity to challenge the status quo. Lucille, for example, described her 
belief that the social output of SE should take precedence over its money-
making activities, due to its inherent ability to create the opportunity for 
fundamental social change:   
“I’ve got a feeling that if the social aspect is more important than the business 
aspect, then you are more likely to make good things happen and yeah, to make 
history if you want” Lucille. 
Claudette felt that the SE sector was at the forefront of ‘massive cultural 
change’ that was being hampered by a fundamental lack of public 
understanding of the value of SE and its double/triple bottom line: 
“This is about massive cultural change, so it’s a whole shift of the system. And I 
think it’s absolutely fundamentally important because it’s what will set us out from 
the crowd. Why would you go to a social enterprise if it’s not going to deliver you 
something that’s different?” Claudette. 
The belief in the ‘rightness’ of SE’s double/triple bottom line as a socially and 
economically sustainable business model, appeared to underpin the women’s 
entire attitude towards SEship and the ways in which it ‘should’ be enacted at 
the individual level. The apparently collective assertion of the responsibility of 
SEurs to be ‘best practice’ role models, to educate outsiders to the SE sector, 
and to willingly endure social and economic privations in pursuit of an SEurial 
career, reflected both their conceptualisations of SE (as similar to the 
component parts of the DTI (2002) definition), and the stereotype-based 
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legitimacy threats discussed in the chapter ‘SE in practice: articulations of SE 
and SEship amongst SEurs’. 
The sense of pride with which many of the women spoke of the personal 
privations associated with the establishment of their SEs, the educative role that 
they felt was necessary to take on, and the sense that the women felt of being 
‘ground-level’ activists and change-agents for the greater good who could ‘lead 
by example’, appeared to almost suggest the fervour of religious converts. 
Thus, the concept of personal privations as a means of outwardly 
demonstrating commitment to a (pseudo-religious) cause, alongside the active 
and willing engagement in ‘evangelising’ activities in order to ‘convert’ the 
general public to SEship, and the women’s belief in their ability to achieve 
change from the bottom-up by ‘living’ SE (as reflected in Sue’s previously 
mentioned comment “social enterprise is a good way for people to live their 
lives”), mirrored the types of behaviours often associated with deep religious 
conviction, and perhaps offered an alternative explanation for the stereotype 
threat explicated by the women in relation to their SEurial activities in the 
previous chapter. 
The following section elucidates the experiences of two of the women SEur 
participants, who disclosed details of extreme instances of gender-based sexual 
abuse and harassment that they had been subjected to during their careers 
prior to engaging with SE, and the effects that these experiences had on their 
subsequent SEurial activities.  
For ethical reasons, information of this nature was not deliberately sought, and 
in order to fully protect the women respondent’s anonymity new pseudonyms 
have been allocated to them for use in this specific section of the study. This 
decision was made in order to ensure that these very personal disclosures 
could not be ‘matched up’ to the more general data presented in the previous 
chapters in relation to the women’s SEs, and their experiences of SEship.  
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8.3 Visions of success: a reflection of the women SEurs’ personal values  
For the women whose SEs engaged with socially and economically 
disadvantaged clients, there emerged a very strong link between their personal 
values and morals, the interventions that they sought to offer through their SEs, 
and the ways in which they envisioned success (both for their clients, and 
personally). Four of the women participants elucidated these connections very 
clearly, and their experiences and comments are provided as examples of the 
connections that the women made between their life experiences, their values, 
and their SEs. 
The first part of the theme centred on the women’s descriptions of the 
development of their own values systems, within the context of their families, 
often being inspired by the positive role modelling provided by parents 
(specifically mothers), or other family members. Jennifer, whose SE worked 
with adults with learning disabilities, described growing up in a family in which 
dignity, self- and other respect, and positive action were all highly valued: 
“respect, mucking  in, and watching out for people – people are people, so being 
un-judgemental, those kinds of values. My memories of school holidays are of 
going into school with my [teacher] Mum and watering the plants with loads of 
adults with learning disabilities, and they were looking after us, and so I think that 
kind of underpinned what I did [in my SE]” Jennifer. 
As a result of being positively exposed to adults with learning disabilities as a 
child, Jennifer was drawn to the disabilities sector to found her career, and 
subsequently her SE, seeing positive value in the lives of some of the most 
marginalised members of society. The application of the values and principles 
learned within the context of her family to her work facilitated the development 
and provision of life-enhancing activities and opportunities for her SE’s 
community of interest, and whilst Jennifer expressed pride in her SE’s recent 
development of ‘social accounts’, she nevertheless constructed her vision of 
SEurial success as premised upon the commitment to being an organisation 
known locally for:  
“sticking to our values and practicing what we preach” Jennifer. 
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Such a positive commitment can be seen to extend Jennifer’s own personal and 
SEurial identity into that of her SE, whereby the values associated with her own 
morality and moral integrity became the organising values of the SE, and from 
there a vision of success for her personally, and for her SE. 
Nisha, who grew up as a child of an immigrant mother in an impoverished 
metropolitan area, also held her mother up as an example of inspiration. From 
her mother’s indomitable spirit in the face of great adversity, she learned that 
women can succeed against the odds that aspirations and hard work are key 
requirements for success, and that growing up in economically and socially 
disadvantaged situation need not prevent achievement and success: 
“my Mum was very inspirational and very hard-working and carved a career out for 
herself in education, and definitely didn’t give us the sense that, you know, if you’re 
from a different socio-economic background then you must be stopped in any way” 
Nisha. 
After having worked in the arts and media industry for several years, her 
experiences and values led her to establish an SE that works with other young, 
Asian women, located in the same economically and socially deprived area that 
she too grew up in. For Nisha, the success of her SE was largely premised 
upon the successful development of self-esteem and self-confidence amongst 
her clients, such that ‘agency’ and ‘ability to help themselves’ (Walker et al, 
2012: 144) – the very skills and competencies that her mother was able to instil 
in her - were released: 
“[w]hat I absolutely value is a lot of the stuff that is often described as ‘soft’ 
outcomes. Is confidence a soft outcome? That’s not soft, that’s so hard! That’s 
brilliant! That’s what you basically need to succeed in life. That’s like one of the 
critical things you can have. So I think that there are quite narrow measures of 
success when it comes to social enterprise” Nisha. 
Jessica described her childhood experiences growing up within a tight-knit, 
loving family, in a situation of rural poverty:  
“I was brought up on a farm, and we lived in poverty - not nasty poverty, but 
poverty where Mum and Dad grew our food, and made out clothes. We lived 
sustainability, without me realising what it was and Mum and Dad never, ever 
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made me feel as though I couldn’t do stuff. And I left school at fifteen with no 
qualifications whatsoever, but never felt as though that was disabling - I had 
competence, and self-esteem, and a family that brought me up with values of 
respecting people, and not just taking” Jessica. 
Like Nisha, Jessica was inspired by her parents’ positive attitudes in the face of 
adversity, and their unquestioning support of, and belief in her, and like 
Jennifer, she grew up in an environment that encouraged self- and other 
respect. Having forged two highly successful careers in heavily male-dominated 
sectors, Jessica established her own SE providing mentoring and networking 
services, a waste reuse facility, community activities, and business 
development and support, which seemed to echo the very best features of her 
own family upbringing: 
“people [here] gain self-respect, I mean forget bloody jobs, people have self-
respect, right? So around me is a culture of self-respect, empowerment, creativity, 
fun, happiness, friendship, and also resilience in dealing with things that aren’t 
fluffy and happy and lovely. You know - strength of collaborative support for each 
other” Jessica. 
For Jessica then, the creation of a nurturing, supportive environment was 
directly correlated to the emergence of attributes such as ‘empowerment, 
creativity, fun, happiness [and] friendship’ as well as ‘self-respect’ and 
‘resilience’, and the sense that with support and encouragement people could 
achieve great (by their own standards) things was reflected in the example that 
she gave of the type of success story that she felt had value:  
“what matters isn’t how many thousands of pounds I’ve helped people with or how 
many events I have run, or how many people I’ve mentored, it’s the blog post from 
the girl, who a week ago told me that she couldn’t do anything worthwhile, and who 
is now telling the world that she’s really proud of herself because she came to me 
and got kicked up the arse!” Jessica. 
Claudette’s description of her upbringing was not as detailed as some of the 
younger Seurs, who did not have families of their own, but she nevertheless 
highlighted the creativity evident in her family, the positive effect that a ‘stable’ 
family had on her, and the sense of empathy that she developed in spite of her 
middle class upbringing:  
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“I had a stable family background - my father was a research and development 
director in electronics, so he was basically creative about designing new electronic 
products, [and] we were a blue-sky thinking family, I think – I went to University, 
I’ve always done fine out of everything, so I suppose I never had to experience 
what life’s like if you don’t have that” Claudette. 
The empathy that Claudette developed within her family environment, coupled 
with self-professed, firm Christian beliefs, led her to establish a SE that sought 
to develop the social and economic capacity of deprived communities, as well 
as engaging prisoners and ex-offenders in volunteering and work initiatives. 
Claudette, like Jessica and Nisha, sought to drive forward an agenda within 
which clients were supported in the development of the basic psychological and 
emotional competencies that she felt were so vital to gradual accrual of identity 
capital:     
“[w]e work very hard – the self-belief/emotional resilience stuff we’ve worked on 
over the years has been very much in me wanting to find ways to help people get 
their own tool kit if you like, in terms of starting to gain that self-belief and the ability 
to bounce back when things don’t go as right as you’d like them to be” Claudette. 
Based upon her desire to empower her clients by furnishing them with ‘their 
own tool kit’ of competencies and skills, Claudette’s vision of success for her 
clients (and by association for her, and her SE) was premised upon:  
“an underlying principle to help people gain control of their own lives as opposed to 
life being in control of them” Claudette. 
8.4 SEurial identity 3: role modelling 
As shown in the examples above, the interview data provided a clear picture of 
the women’s association between their personal experiences of developing their 
own core competencies of self-esteem, self-belief, and resilience within their 
childhood family environments, the effects of the role modelling behaviours of 
parents and wider family members who demonstrated the successful 
application of those skills to life (career and family) settings, and their own 
desire to facilitate the development of the same competencies in their clients; a 
finding already noted in the SE literature: 
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“many social entrepreneurs have indicated that their decisions to launch their 
social-mission ventures were influenced by past childhood experiences where they 
were positively influenced by the high ethical standards of important adults in their 
lives” (Swanson and Zhang, 2012: 175; Bornstein & Davis, 2010) 
As a result, the women sought to create nurturing environments within their SEs 
that replicated the stable, positive familial environments in which their own core 
competencies were developed, and to replicate the positive role-modelling of 
those competencies enacted by their parents in the hope that their clients would 
similarly be enabled to acquire and apply those competencies (and attendant 
values) to positive effect in their lives.  
The positive effects upon clients of creating the ‘right’ environment within an SE 
emerged from others of the SEurs also. For example, Suzanne explained her 
SEurial experiences in the following way: “if you create the right set of 
conditions, it just helps it multiply – like mushrooms”, whilst Jennifer described 
the sense of community that had formed within her SE - amongst both staff and 
clients - in family terms:  
“we’re all part of a community really, I think we’re like a little family” Jennifer, 
and Emma highlighted the mothering skills that she had developed through 
having both children and step-children as providing the necessary resources to 
build trusting relationships with her staff and clients:  
“I am a Mum, and I have two daughters and a step-daughter. So I’m good with 
young people, and there’s an element of that in there – you know, parenting and 
being a mate - and there’s a lot of affection between us” Emma. 
The women SEurs then, appeared to conceive of a strong connection between 
their own developmental experiences (of competencies, skills, and attendant 
values) within their families, the successes that they perceived within their own 
lives as a result of enacting, and building upon, those competencies and values, 
and their personal desire and ability to successfully nurture the same in their 
clients. These connections are pictorially shown in Figure 8.1 on the following 
page: 
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Figure 8.1: Women SEurs’ conceptual links between family-based experiences, the 
development of core competencies and values, and visions of SEurial success 
For those women whose SEs had effectively been established as ‘mainstream’ 
businesses, whose social output was founded upon an enshrined commitment 
to the divestment of 50% of their profits to charitable causes, and/or 
campaigning for systemic (rather than individualised/localised) 
social/environmental change, the vision of success was much more objective 
and therefore more easily quantifiable.  
Examples of the types of ‘measures of success’ mentioned by these women 
SEurs included the value of donations to charitable causes in a given time 
period, the amount of waste products saved from landfill, and the level of 
turnover versus profit created by the companies.  
These SEs could therefore be seen to be far more similar to mainstream 
businesses in terms of their visions of success (and attendant measureable 
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outcomes), and yet in deciding to establish SEs rather than mainstream 
businesses, these women SEurs, like those involved with social and economic 
inclusion work, stressed the importance both of their personal experiences, their 
values, and their working environment. 
All of these types of women SEurs had come from industry, rather than from 
third sector/public sector organisations, and had attained business management 
skills through managerial roles within their prior careers. As such, the women 
appeared to be inclined towards those discourses of SE favoured by successive 
governments which, as discussed in the literature review, forefront the business 
nature of SE. Margot and Alexandra both elucidated these connections clearly, 
and their comments are provided below as examples of the issues that typically 
emerged from within this group of women SEurs. 
Margot, who had enjoyed an international career in business, and whose SE 
saved waste products from landfill and ‘up-cycled’ them into high-end goods for 
the luxury retail market, discussed her experiential journey to SE in the following 
way:   
“it’s more that I developed an ideology over that time - I developed a way of 
thinking that business is very powerful, it’s very quick-moving, it’s very permissive 
in the sense that if you make any money whatsoever, you can do whatever you 
want. You don’t have to apply for grants, you don’t have to get anyone’s approval, 
you just go for it, and I loved that. I felt that what do I really want to do is to keep 
waste out of the ground, I want people to value the resources that we have, I want 
to change people’s relationship with the environment and my best way of doing that 
is through business” Margot. 
For her, business (and the profit derived from it) represented a more immediate 
and ‘powerful’ way of enacting politicised behaviours and thereby achieving 
behavioural change. Whilst she acknowledged the very business-like nature of 
the SE that she had developed, she nevertheless also felt that it embodied a 
fundamentally different ethos to mainstream businesses, as evidenced in her 
triple bottom line: 
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“the difference between us and a mainstream business is that we have three 
measures of success - turnover and profitability, the kilograms of waste saved from 
landfill and the amount of donations [to charity] that we make” Margot. 
Margot’s aim then, was to bring the processes, the mindset, and the 
entrepreneurial vision that she had developed in her former career to bear on a 
(SE) business that had environmental change at its heart. In pursuing that aim, 
she described the necessity of creating a team environment, populated by 
people with similar values and aspirations, in pursuit of behavioural change:    
“if we can build the right team and get that done then people’s perception of waste 
will change irrevocably because it will be aspirational to be involved with, and 
peoples vision of social enterprise will change irrevocably too” Margot. 
In a very similar manner, Alexandra, who had transposed the creative industry-
based work that she had undertaken in her former career into her SE, and 
combined it with a formalised commitment to divest 50% of her SE’s profits to 
charitable work, described how she sought to change the ‘face’ of mainstream 
business by leading by example: 
“we are a business with a social conscience, so we weren’t set up with a primarily 
social function like a number of social enterprises, we are a business but we have 
a very strong social ethic and our mission is that we aim to do high quality work, 
and combine that with a social return. So we really want to realign being a normal, 
good, solid business that also has a genuine return to society, which in our case, is 
that we share 50% of our profits with social causes” Alexandra. 
Like Margot, Alexandra brought the managerial experience gained in her 
previous roles to the establishment of an SE as a means by which to 
renegotiate the negative aspects of her former career, and to demonstrate (and 
normalise) the power of business used for social good. In so doing, she 
expressed very similar sentiments to Margot in describing how her business-like 
SE differed from a mainstream SE undertaking the same sort of work: 
“so how do we differ to anyone starting and running a business? I would say it is 
the commitment to the social contribution or your social intent. You have to be 
utterly committed to it, you can’t waver. That is the difference to any business 
versus social enterprise – you’ve got to be committed to the social element” 
Alexandra. 
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Again, in terms of success measurement, Alexandra and Margot were of a 
mind, both expressing the need to deliver a quality product to ensure 
reasonable levels of turnover versus profit, but also focussing strongly on the 
social aspect of their work: 
“I do feel personally rewarded by knowing we are financially supporting more than 
just ourselves. You know, we are wealth-spreading and it’s exciting to think that 
this [first] year, we will give about £8,000-£9,000 [to charitable work]. Most 
individuals couldn’t personally give that amount of money from their salary or 
household income, so to be able to do that, with all the other benefits is 
mindboggling. And yet I personally don’t get why more people don’t do it - it’s just 
like you can earn and give, and provide employment, why not do it that way?” 
Alexandra. 
Alexandra clearly derived great pride in being able to manage a small, start-up 
business in such a way that it was able, in its first year of trading, to divest over 
£8,000 to charitable causes as well as paying its staff a competitive wage. Like 
Margot, Alexandra felt that her SE represented ‘best practice’ in business, 
providing a quality product, decent wages and conditions for staff, as well a 
social benefit to her SE’s community of choice.   
In terms of the development of an environment conducive to SE, and year-on-
year increases to the level of profit share, Alexandra told the story of how she 
and her business partner had come to establish their firm: 
“my business partner - she’s a woman in her fifties - we approached each other to 
say would we like to work together, and coincidently, both of us said “it has to be a 
social enterprise because we don’t believe in how the industry is at the moment”. 
So that was a real coming together” Alexandra. 
Unlike the women whose SEs were focussed on human development 
interventions, the more mainstream-type SEs described the development of a 
positive environment for the enactment of SE in terms of attracting like-minded 
people to the organisational team, rather than as creating a ‘family-like’ 
environment. Because the social outputs were (mostly) financial and therefore 
quantifiable, the ‘environmental’ focus lay more heavily on attracting people with 
similar values (and business skills) in order to develop and expand the business 
operation, and thereby achieve the financially-based social outputs, rather than 
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on creating an environment within which the human element could blossom and 
thrive. 
8.5 Gender-based sexual harassment: reclaiming power and reframing 
workplace abuse 
Rebecca, who had pursued two separate, and very financially lucrative careers 
in extremely male-dominated sectors (competitive motor racing, and building) 
prior to establishing her SE, related stories of the types of overt sexism that she 
had experienced in both the motor racing world, and the construction sector.  
At the time of her first career – motor racing – Rebecca was one of only a 
handful of women competitive drivers in the world, and whilst acknowledged to 
be extremely talented in her field of work, was nevertheless subject to many 
incidences of sexist behaviour. Such experiences came in various forms 
including incidences of sexual harassment, physical intimidation, and the 
deliberately undermining behaviours outlined below.    
The first incident that Rebecca spoke about, involved having her sexuality 
publically called into question, as a result of the masculinised work that she 
undertook, and the success that she achieved: 
“I had all these other problems, you know, they called me a lesbian…”    
The issue of gender in the workplace, and particularly of the imposition of 
prescriptive gender norms onto women has been well documented, with women 
being viewed as the problematic, actively gendered ‘other’ to the 
unacknowledged male norm (Lewis, 2006). This issue is particularly pernicious 
within male-dominated industries, where women are often subject to extreme 
versions of the types of ‘everyday’ sexism that they routinely face (Fielden et al, 
2000). 
Research into heavily male-dominated industries has shown that such 
environments to regularly exhibit sexist (to women) features which manifest in 
behaviours such as prejudice, hostility, and prescriptive and negative gender 
stereotyping (Powell et al, 2009). These sorts of behaviours have been 
theorised as being manifestations of so-called ‘sex-role spill-over’ which term 
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describes “the carryover into the workplace of gender-based expectations for 
behaviour that are irrelevant or inappropriate to work” (Gutek and Morasch, 
1982: 55).  
Underpinning such conceptualisations of the ‘gender-appropriateness’ of certain 
work roles are biologically essentialist understandings of women and men, 
supported by implicit gender stereotypes, which provoke backlash behaviours 
against non-conforming individuals (usually women) (Rudman and Glick, 2001). 
Furthermore, the enactment of backlash behaviours has itself been found to be 
associated with increased self-esteem and psychological well-being for those 
‘policing’ gender-appropriate behaviours (Rudman and Fairchild, 2004: 157). 
Thus, Rebecca’s subjection to such direct personal harassment – wherein her 
sexuality was called into question, and offered up for public comment – can be 
understood in terms of the threat to masculine power that she represented as a 
competent, talented driver in a male-controlled and male-dominated industry. 
As a result of perceiving her success in her work as both a personal and group 
threat – as men, and as male drivers – the harassing men around her sought 
undermine her legitimacy by associating her ‘gender-deviant’ behaviour with a 
culturally denigrated form of gender-deviant sexuality (lesbianism). 
However, the threat that Rebecca posed was an enacted threat (represented by 
her actual skill at driving), which elicited a shocking and terrifying backlash 
effect: 
“I was really seriously injured because people didn’t want me to be ahead of them; 
so they literally would rather have killed me on a race track than have me win” 
Rebecca.  
This level of backlash against non gender-conforming women has been 
documented in the form of “behaviour of a much more serious nature involving 
threats, demands, or actual bodily contact” (Fielden et al, 2000: 118) which, in 
spite of its rarity does little to mitigate against the horror of such acts for 
individual women attempting to forge (non-traditional) careers for themselves. 
Within the male-dominated world of motor sports (Pflugfelder, 2009), women’s 
presence has largely been reduced to the sum of their (bikini-clad) sexual parts 
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through “the explicit chauvinism epitomised by the ever-present scantily clad 
and highly sexualised ‘pit-girls’” (Parker, 2003: 3), whose bodies are 
“commodified and de-humanised as they perform circuits of the course posing 
for pictures while being ogled by fans in a frenzy of masculine fantasies” (ibid.: 
5).  
Where women drivers do exist (and succeed) within the industry, they have 
been shown to face routine gender-based discrimination based upon, amongst 
other things, the gendering of their bodies (Pflugfelder, 2009), and the enduring 
stereotype that not only are men ‘better’ drivers than women, but that women 
are actually bad drivers (Skinner et al, 2015). Indeed, Pflugfelder (2009: 414) 
described a situation in that occurred in 2008, in which an African-American 
female racing driver sued the national motorsports body NASCAR on the 
grounds of the gender-based and racial harassment that she had been 
subjected to, “[the female driver] alleged that her co-workers used racial slurs, 
referenced the Klu Klux Klan, exposed themselves, and questioned her 
sexuality, among other abuses”. 
Both the issue of the questioning of the a woman driver’s sexuality, and the 
threat to masculinity experienced by male racing drivers in the presence of a 
successful female competitive driver were issues experienced, and highlighted 
by Rebecca. Likewise, the issues of the gendering of women’s bodies within 
motor racing raised by Pflugfelder (2009), and the presentation of women’s 
dehumanised bodies for male consumption (Parker, 2003), also comprised part 
of Rebecca’s experiences of sexism, sexual harassment, and gender-based 
discrimination, who expressed her disgust at the way in which women’s 
sexuality was co-opted and made available for male consumption within the 
industry, when she spoke about her decision to leave: 
“if I could have stuck a helmet on, and gone and done it [race driving], and no-one 
would have cared if I had boobs or not, then I would have loved it. But they did, and 
I didn’t want to lay across a bonnet with a g-string on” Rebecca. 
As an isolated woman racing driver, Rebecca not only had to deal with the 
sexual harassment and intimidation meted out to her by male colleagues who 
felt threatened by her presence (and success), but she also had to negotiate 
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ways in which to be a (women) racing driver in an institutional space wherein 
the only other visible women were routinely presented as sex-objects (Parker, 
2003). 
As noted by Dunn (2007: 474) in his study of women army officers “in situations 
that lack congeniality, women feel obliged to adopt the embedded masculine 
approach”, in other words the adoption of a ‘one of the lads’ approach within 
which a “biological female […] acts as a social man” (Acker, 1990: 139). 
However, such a path is not an easy one for a woman to tread, particularly in 
contexts wherein associations with “‘femininity’ typically evoke negative 
reactions” (Holmes and Schnurr, 2006: 32). As such, being a ‘biological female’ 
(woman) and enacting the ‘social man’ requires women to “comport their bodies 
in a manner that minimizes their sexuality while, simultaneously, avoid[ing] the 
dangers of hyper-masculinisation” (Nadesan and Tretheway, 2000: 228).  
However, this must be achieved alongside a simultaneous negotiation of the 
threat posed to both hegemonic masculinity, and hegemonic masculine power 
by succeeding, as a woman, on male-defined terms in a typically ‘male’ role 
(Cohen, 2010; Heilman, 2012). The absurdity of the demands of such an 
approach upon women is clear, and such ‘survival’ strategies nevertheless fail 
to mitigate the documented fact that “women who enter male preserves are the 
most likely to be harassed…because men fear losing their privileged place in 
the labour force” (Wilson and Thompson, 2001: 64). 
Rebecca’s next career was in the building industry, where she formed a 
company to build (and retro-fit) eco houses. Unfortunately, her experiences in 
another highly male-dominated industry were little better than they had been in 
car racing. When describing the types of sexist behaviours that she 
encountered in the building trade from male contractors, Rebecca expressed 
her experiences as being: 
“every possible worst thing in the 21st century that a woman should not be going 
through. Everything - from just downright ignorance as in “what does she know, 
she’s a woman”, to obstruction - you know, “let’s play games so that she actually 
looks stupid in front of the client” Rebecca. 
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For the same reasons as those she experienced as a successful woman racing 
driver, Rebecca’s role as a construction company owner was seen as 
incompatible with her gender identity as a woman, and as such, was perceived 
as a threat by many of the men whom she employed.  
Rebecca also described problems that she had with contractual clients, who 
often attempted to find ways not to have to pay her the contractually agreed 
sum for the work undertaken. Indeed, the toll taken by the continuously abusive 
behaviours to which she was subjected by both sub-contractors and clients 
prompted her to wind-up her business: 
“after thirty-three [projects], I was just bloody sick of it. The last client that I built a 
house for literally did everything they could not to pay their bill, and I’d had enough 
of it” Rebecca. 
However, in spite of the fact that the appalling, aggressive, and overtly sexist 
behaviours that Rebecca experienced had been the (partial) cause for the 
premature end of her two successful and rewarding careers, she remained 
stoical and pragmatic about the issues, as well as mindful of the toll on women’s 
mental health of trying to fight a system that denies the existence of a problem: 
“As a woman you just have to accept that if you keep fighting it’s just going to be 
unbearable, so you just have to look at it as a level of ignorance, [because] you can 
knock yourself down terribly by being angry about it” Rebecca. 
What Rebecca’s experiences showed was that as a woman working in very 
male-dominated contexts, she was perceived as a threat, and targeted as such. 
However, in spite of her negative, and sometimes physically harmful, 
experiences she retained her indomitable sense of self-belief and creativity, and 
took the values (of self- and other respect, team working, and knowledge 
sharing) she had learned in her formative years, and honed through her 
experiences as an adult in the workplace, to the creation of her SE.  
Through the creation of an organisation that embodied the type of respectful, 
nurturing environment that had previously been aggressively denied to her, 
Rebecca managed, in her own words, to find “my own community around me”. 
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What emerged from Rebecca’s discussion of the gendered and abusive 
experiences that she endured in her careers prior to establishing her SE, was 
that rather than breaking her spirit, they provided a vehicle through which she 
was empowered to consolidate her personal values based on an active 
rejection of every aspect of the negative behaviours to which she had been 
subjected.  
In that way, she was able to reclaim her power, to reframe her experiences in 
terms of life lessons learned, and to reject a victim identity. Indeed, the life and 
work that she had subsequently created for herself, was expressed in truly 
joyous terms:    
“I do what I do, and I really love it, and I won’t stop doing it […] I mean I wouldn’t 
swap my life for anything else, and how many people can honestly say that? Not 
being smug, but just genuinely; I would rather have nothing but the happiness I’ve 
got, and my friends, and know that I’m going to go to my grave feeling that it’s been 
worthwhile” Rebecca. 
Jacinta also described experiencing sexual harassment in her career prior to 
establishing her own SE. She described two occasions, separated by a number 
of years, when she had been sexually assaulted within a work context.  
The first incident occurred when she had just joined her first employer after 
having graduated from University: 
“I was at a client party when the then Head of [major music label] groped me, you 
know, openly, and my Boss was looking at me at the time as if to say “don’t you 
dare object”. I just stood there and thought “what am I doing?” and, you know, I 
chose to walk off and avoid him for the rest of the day, but that was my first 
encounter of it, and I just thought “wow”, because I was expected to just take that 
as part of the client service, you know!” Jacinta. 
Clearly, the incident that Jacinta described was not an isolated event, but 
merely represented her ‘first encounter of it’. Frighteningly however, her (male) 
Boss was witness to the assault, and openly colluded with the client by failing to 
intervene and protect his very junior, inexperienced, female colleague. Whilst 
sexual harassment in the workplace has been acknowledged to be “one of the 
most damaging and ubiquitous barriers to career success and satisfaction for 
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women” (Willness et al, 2007: 127), the fact that men (and attendant masculine 
hegemony) continue to dominate the upper echelons of organisational 
hierarchies has led feminist scholars demonstrate the link between (male) 
power and control in institutions (McDonald, 2012; Shaw, 2010), and the 
prevalence of sexual violence against women within the workplace: 
“[s]exual harassment tends to be prevalent in organisations where there are 
increased power differentials between men and women, and power is an extremely 
important issue to focus on when discussing situational and organisational factors” 
(Hunt et al, 2010: 659). 
In offering an explanation/rationalisation for the way in which the incident 
unfolded, Jacinta commented that: 
“it’s such a client-oriented industry, you are in a service industry, and when it 
[sexual assault] happens client-to-agency side, you know, agencies are terrified of 
saying something” Jacinta. 
Even as a very young woman (graduate) employee, the clear message handed 
down to Jacinta about the way in which her industry worked was that: women’s 
bodies were commodities that employers would apparently willingly ‘offer up’ to 
clients in exchange for new (or continuing) contracts, that the silence of young 
female staff would be coercively obtained through the exploitation of 
organisational hierarchies of power (threat of sacking), and that male sexual 
violence against women within a work context would be normalised, and hidden 
under a veil of silence and collusion amongst senior staff on both sides (Wilson 
and Thompson, 2001). 
The prevalence of sexual harassment against women (and sometimes men) 
within the workplace has been widely documented (Aggarwal and Gupta, 2000; 
Chamberlain et al, 2008; Gruber, 1998; MacKinnon, 1979; Richman et al, 
1999), and is theorised as incorporating behaviours that the victim experiences 
as “unwanted or unwelcome, and which has the purpose or effect of being 
intimidating, hostile, degrading, humiliating or offensive” (McDonald, 2012: 2). 
Furthermore, the enactment of sexual harassment has been clearly correlated 
with abuses of power (Berdahl, 2007; McLaughlin et al, 2012; Uggen and 
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Blackstone, 2004), which in a work context reflect the types of experiences that 
Jacinta described. Indeed, McDonald (2012: 4) noted that the power abuses 
linked to sexual harassment in the workplace often: 
“reflect sexual coercion [which can] include offers of rewards such as bonuses, pay 
increases, options of extra work and promotion; and those related to sexual threats 
include withdrawal of financial or other entitlements, reductions in work hours, 
dismissal or other threats of life being made difficult”. 
In this way, the failure of Jacinta’s manager to intervene and advocate for her 
when she experienced a sexual assault that he witnessed, can be read as 
collusion, coupled with an implicit coercive ‘threat’ to the safety of her ongoing 
employment. When it is accepted that “perpetrators only break the rules and 
harass where they think they can get away with it” (Wilson and Thompson, 
2001: 76), the failure of Jacinta’s boss to act also represented an implicit 
acceptance of the tolerance of such behaviour towards junior, female staff.  
The second incident that Jacinta mentioned related to a female senior colleague 
who also failed to advocate for her female junior staff when they reported being 
sexually assaulted in the workplace: 
“she wasn’t really championing the women in the business, I mean to the point 
where actually they [she and the other Board members] recruited an MD who was 
highly inappropriate with several female staff. I mean really, really inappropriate – 
he crossed a line several times, with several different staff including me, and we all 
reported it separately, the separate incidents to our female boss, who did nothing” 
Jacinta. 
Like the previous incident, a senior member of the management team failed 
both to enact appropriate protective measures for the women staff, and to take 
disciplinary action against a member of staff whom she knew to be committing 
regular sexual assaults. The conspiracy of silence and inaction, along with the 
fore-fronting of the needs of the business above and beyond the safety of the 
female, junior staff demonstrated an alternative, and deeply worrying, 
manifestation of the ‘embedded masculine approach’ discussed previously, 
which was eloquently captured by Jacinta: 
“I think she didn’t act on it because she didn’t want to ruffle any feathers” Jacinta. 
286 
 
The examples of harassment provided by both Jacinta and Rebecca 
demonstrated an astonishing level of the abuse of power – in Rebecca’s case of 
male hegemonic power within two, separate male-dominated industries, and in 
Jacinta’s case, of the abuse of both hierarchical male power (Uggen and 
Blackstone, 2004), and the coercive exploitation of hierarchical organisational 
power (McDonald, 201) in support of silent compliance.   
Both women’s experiences offered snapshots of the extreme abuse of power 
enacted by men against women within the workplace. Rebecca’s experiences 
with her sub-contracted builders served to appallingly undermine her 
professional identity, and her experiences with clients attempting to avoid 
paying her, demonstrated the contempt with which she was treated as a women 
in construction. The harassment that she experienced when working as a 
professional racer, put her physical safety, and indeed her life, at risk as well as 
serving to undermine her personal identity through the aspersions cast on her 
through the use of clearly homophobic slurs. 
Jacinta’s experiences, though different in nature, were equally horrifying with 
her professional identity in the workplace being subsumed by the gratuitous 
commodification of her body for the sexual exploitation and gratification of both 
clients and senior staff members. Women senior staff members’ collusion was 
secured through the same mechanism described previously, by which women 
attempt to achieve professional legitimacy in male-dominated arenas by 
behaving as ‘social men’, and the silence of the victimised women was 
coercively obtain under threat of sacking. 
Whilst the stories told by these two women were not deliberately elicited by the 
interview design process, their extreme nature provided great insight into the 
phenomenon (Patton, 2002) of gendered experiences of sexual and other 
physical harassment within the workplace, and victims’ responses to it, as noted 
by Perrini et al (2010: 518): 
“[i]t is in extreme cases that the dynamics being examined become more visible 
than they might be in other contexts”. 
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As such, the behaviours that Jacinta and Rebecca were subjected to provided 
evidence of the experiential influence upon the subsequent foundation of the 
women’s values-driven SEs; rejecting both the behaviours, and the mind-set of 
the people for whom such actions were not only conceivable but also 
permissible, Jacinta and Rebecca’s organisations were created to reflect the 
safety, respect, and sense of solidarity and care that they had been denied in 
their previous employments.  
Thus, whilst both horrifying and shocking, the women’s experiences provided 
them with practical examples of the types of organisations that they refused to 
be associated with, as well as the type of people, and attendant (lack of) moral 
values, that they would wish to avoid. By having personal experience of the 
worst types of abuses of power within the workplace, contextualised within the 
most morally bankrupt of organisations, the women developed a template of the 
behaviours and mind-sets that they absolutely rejected, and thereby created 
models for the organisational development of their SEs that would make such 
behaviours culturally unthinkable, let alone admissible. 
8.6 Gendered experiences as SEurs 
Whilst the disclosures mentioned above related to gendered experiences prior 
to engagement with SE which impacted upon the eventual design and delivery 
of the women’s subsequent SEurial activities, two other women mentioned 
gendered experiences that impacted - either directly or indirectly - onto their 
day-to-day experiences of SEship.  The emergent themes are discussed here:  
8.6.1 SEship and motherhood: women’s work? 
The first example related to the management of the combined roles of self-
employed SEur, and mother, and centred on the childcare arrangements of one 
women SEur whose child was two years old. Immediately prior to the question 
of work-life conflict that provoked the gendered disclosure, Jackie had been 
discussing the equitable (or not) nature of SE for women, concluding that the 
SE sector needed to actively manage the issue, or risk replicating the 
inequalities seen in mainstream business: 
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“we [the SE sector] need to be very careful because if we don’t put more in place in 
terms of childcare or things like that – things that are equitable for both 
genders…that’s why I care about women in social enterprise” Jackie.  
Jackie had been very keen to highlight the fact that any remedies to gender-
based inequality i.e. provision of childcare etc. should be available to, and 
accessible by, both women and men (‘equitable to both genders’). However, 
she appeared unaware of the widely documented fact that family-friendly policy 
provision in the UK attracts consistently poor levels of take-up by fathers 
(Gregory and Milner, 2011; TUC, 2013), in spite of men’s continuing reported 
desire to spend more time with their children, and less time at work (BIS, 2013; 
Ellison et al, 2009), suggesting that the gendered division of childcare labour – 
particularly as far as men/fathers are concerned - cannot be meaningfully 
addressed through policy intervention alone (Crompton et al, 2005; Thomas and 
Hildingsson, 2009). 
Jackie went on to describe her and her partner’s arrangements for the care of 
their child, which she described as being “shared”. However, she then 
described how her child was cared for by a childminder while she worked, and 
how she took daily responsibility for collecting, and caring for her child when her 
work day had ended. 
When asked about the ‘shared’ nature of her and her partner’s childcare 
arrangements – specifically who would collect the child should he become 
unwell during a working day and need to go home from the childminder – she 
explained: 
“I work a lot from home, and I literally live 15 metres away from the childminder” 
Jackie. 
What was striking was the way in which Jackie clearly believed in the equitable 
share of the parenting roles, whilst she and her husband simultaneously 
engaged in traditionally gendered roles as parents – father as ‘breadwinner’, 
mother (plus female childminder) as main carers. The fact that the childminder 
employed to care for Jackie’s child was so close to her place of work (home), 
indicated that Jackie had taken responsibility for sourcing childcare herself and, 
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assuming that she would undertake the majority of the unpaid childcare, had 
located a childminder close-by thus enabling her to spend more time with her 
child after work, and to minimise work-related disruptions such as travel time to 
and from the home of her paid carer. 
Indeed, when pressed further on her partner’s actual involvement in the day-to-
day care of their child, she offered the following: 
“if I have a trip abroad and then he [the father] changes his roster [to collect the 
child]” Jackie. 
Her belief in the equity of the childcare arrangements within her family unit 
reflected far more strongly, her beliefs about gender equality than it did the facts 
of the actual arrangements around her child.  This situation reflected the 
findings of Davis (2010), who concluded that women tended to express 
satisfaction in the parity of the division of unpaid domestic labour whilst 
simultaneously undertaking the bulk of such work themselves. This finding was 
also echoed the work of Campbell-Barr and Garnham, (2010: 38), who noted 
that: 
“although many parents do not think along ‘traditional’ gender divides, the 
arrangements they have in place for work and childcare are often constrained 
along traditional lines”.  
When discussing her experience of work-life conflict in relation to her SE and 
her motherhood, Jackie explained that the situation was:  
“self-inflicted because I had my baby late, and I just didn’t want to put [the child] 
from 8am-6pm with someone else. So I’ve got to resolve that issue myself; I just 
wanted to see [the child] grow as well, you know, I didn’t want to go to work and not 
enjoy [the child’s] company or be there for [the child], so that’s the price to pay” 
Jackie. 
Several contradictions emerged from the way in which Jackie presented the 
situation that she faced as a clearly engaged and devoted mother, as a partner 
in a heterosexual relationship with the father of her child, and as a self-
employed worker (SEur). Jackie constructed the work-life conflict that she 
experienced as ‘self-inflicted’ as a result of delaying parenthood until her late 
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30s, whilst not applying the same criterion to her male partner. In this way, she 
revealed the unacknowledged gendered nature of her construction of 
parenthood, as being largely a woman’s (mother’s) responsibility.  
This construction was reinforced by her assertion that she did not want to ‘put 
the child from 8am-6pm with someone else’, thereby implying that it was her 
role (rather than the child’s father’s) to spend (at least some) time caring for 
their child during normal working hours. The proximity of her chosen 
childminder to her place of work/home facilitated her ability to spend time with 
her child, also implying that she worked flexibly (in a way that her partner clearly 
did not) in order to accommodate her work/motherhood roles. 
Jackie appeared to dismiss the demands made of her of her dual role as both 
worker and mother as ‘the price to pay’ without acknowledging that it was she 
(rather than her partner) who was taking on the responsibility for ‘paying’ that 
price. The veracity of the situation described by Jackie was confirmed by Moen 
and Yu (2000) who found that it was women, not men, who were expected to 
balance the demands of work and family. 
8.6.2 Home-based SEship  
The second spontaneously proffered gendered issue to emerge from the 
interviews related to one of the women’s perception of not being taken seriously 
as a businesswoman i.e. the legitimacy of her SEurial identity being undermined 
as a result of her gender identity. 
Marissa described a feeling of being perceived to be a bit of a ‘joke’ in her role 
as a SEur, which contrasted sharply with her professional identity as a highly 
qualified healthcare professional with over a decade of clinical experience. She 
expressed her sense of frustration at the elusive nature of the problem that 
meant that it was hard to pin down, and ascribe to specific actions or 
behaviours: 
“it is difficult to pinpoint, you know, to give you evidence of it. It is a feeling I have, 
of not being taken seriously…” Marissa. 
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As the discussion developed, Marissa offered the following example of the sort 
of behaviour that she experienced as undermining her legitimacy as a business 
owner, and her identity as a SEur: 
“I will give you a very good example: my husband, because I am working at home, 
seems to believe that it is not a [real] job, you know what I mean? And also his 
colleagues will say things like “oh, you have it really easy working from home, you 
don’t have to go to work in the rain…” It’s probably more from friends and family 
than from out there, because out there they don’t see me in my home environment, 
and they see me as a clinician” Marissa. 
Marissa clearly felt a lack of support and encouragement from her friends and 
family, who were unable to see past her (home-based) identity as a 
wife/partner, to her professional identity as a highly qualified healthcare worker, 
and the owner/manager of a small (social) enterprise. 
The lack of credibility afforded to women entrepreneurs whose businesses are 
run from the home has been well-documented (Mirchandani, 1999; Marlow and 
McAdam, 2013), and applies stereotypes associated with both woman/private 
domain/carer and man/public domain/worker for its frame of reference. As such, 
regardless of whether such a strategy is pursued as a means of 
accommodating caring responsibilities or not, home-based women 
entrepreneurs’ dual identities as workers, based in the private domain are seen 
as problematic, and the normative cultural stereotype of woman/private 
domain/carer becomes the lens through which their enterprises are judged: 
“[h]ome-based ventures experience difficulties in gaining legitimacy […and] are 
frequently seen as leisure activities” (Welter, 2011: 171). 
Both of the examples discussed above, represented traditional manifestations 
of the types of gender-based barriers experienced by women in the workforce, 
based on culturally accepted gender stereotypes. For Jackie, the stereotype of 
women being responsible for the majority of the care (and attendant tasks) 
associated with child-rearing meant that in spite of her passionate political 
beliefs around gender equality, she was nevertheless the parent whose working 
life had to accommodate her and her husband’s child.  
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Similarly, for Marissa the problem centred on culturally pervasive social 
constructions of (middle class) women within the domestic environment, as 
having significant leisure time as a result of not ‘having’ to work, and thus only 
engaging in work for ‘fun’, as a result of being financially provided-for by a 
bread-winning husband. As a result, her SE business was not given the kudos 
that it deserved, and she was not afforded the same status as a professional 
worker (and business owner) that, for example, her husband was given. In this 
way, both her personal and organisational legitimacy was put under threat by 
the triple burden of her gender identity, her SE being home-based, and the 
cultural stereotypes associated with the wives of middle class, professionally 
employed men.  
8.7 Conclusion 
The correlations between the women SEurs’ values, their desire to both 
provoke and enact social change, and the ways in which their visions and 
assessments of success were linked to their core mission, demonstrated that in 
spite of differences of approach to SE, employment background, and client-
base, the women nevertheless had much in common, and many shared very 
similar visions for a better future.   
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Chapter Nine: Discussion 
9.0 Introduction 
The chapter is divided into four discrete sections, three of which relate to the 
results chapters, and the last of which discusses the emergent findings in 
relation to the key literature discussed in this thesis – specifically Ahl (2006) 
from the critical feminist entrepreneurship stream, Dey and Steyaert (2010) from 
the critical SE/SEship stream, and Levie and Hart (2011) from the non-critical 
SE/Seship stream of literature.  
The first part section of the chapter provides a discussion of: the implications of 
the policy-driven SE landscape, the problematic nature of the DTI (2002) 
definition of SE, the ways in which SEship was presented in differently 
gendered ways to different audiences, and the implications of these issues for 
women SEurs specifically, and would-be SEurs more generally. 
The second part of the chapter discusses the ways in which the women SEurs’ 
conceptualisations of SE and SEship reflected the DTI (2002) definition, and the 
ways in which they conceived of it differently, before presenting a discussion of 
the ways in which the definition failed to assist the SEurs in their work, and the 
legitimacy threats that were created as a result of the assumptions of an ill-
informed public. 
The third part of this chapter discusses the ways in which SEurial identity 
formation was fundamentally influenced by personal, lived experiences, and 
how these factors affected the ways in which the women SEurs both developed 
and managed their SEs, and how they negotiated their professional legitimacy 
within the gendered terrain of their (largely) ‘feminine’ work.  
The fourth and final section of the chapter presents a discussion of the 
emergent themes, and their inter-connections in relation to the three key texts 
outlined above. This section also discusses the findings in relation to the wider 
literature review, paying specific attention to the relevance of the findings to the 
feminist entrepreneurship, mainstream, and SE/SEship streams of literature, 
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and considers the knowledge gaps identified within those streams as a result of 
this study. 
9.1 The changing face of SEship and SE: impacts on SE practice 
The control of dominant discourses has long been acknowledged to be directly 
correlated with the delineation of conceptual domains (Lazar, 2007; Nicholls, 
2010), and as a result, with the bestowal (or denial) of legitimacy within such 
domains (Mann and Huffman, 205; Shaw, 2010). As such, the control of 
dominant discourses has significant political implications (Carmel and Harlock, 
2008; Chell, 2007), as they both create and regulate (Dick and Hyde, 2006) the 
“object of which they speak” (Foucault, 1972: 49). 
Thus, the review of policy and other documents associated with SEship and SE 
in the UK provided in Chapter 6, demonstrated the ways in which the 
government and other ‘key paradigm-building actors’ (Nicholls, 2010) discursive 
and rhetorical conceptualisations, which reflected changes in policy focus over 
time, were shaped primarily in support of the (policy) needs of government, 
rather than of the practical needs of practitioners.  
9.1.1 The discursive and rhetorical construction of SE and SEship as an 
idea(l) 
The New Labour government (1997-2010) was “widely seen as having the most 
advanced social enterprise policy focus in the world” (Teasdale et al, 2011: 59), 
which was driven both by a need to make cuts to public spending, both in terms 
of governmental grant support offered to Third Sector organisations, as well as 
in the cost of the delivery of social services.  
The government’s response to the funding crisis was to seek to professionalise 
the voluntary and community (Third) sector through the encouragement of 
“entrepreneurial zeal” (Blair, 1998: 4), with the aim of increasing the sector’s 
capacity both to generate its own income (and thus reduce the grant funding 
burden), as well as to become a vehicle for the delivery of public services 
(Home Office, 1998b). There followed a period of almost a decade during which 
the government invested heavily in the development of infrastructure within the 
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sector, the substantial cost of which required justification to the tax-paying 
(voting) public (Teasdale et al, 2013). 
In creating a nominally ‘new’ concept for the proposed successful delivery of 
multiple policy agendas (Griffith, 2012; Haugh and Kitson, 2007), it was 
essential that SE was presented as positively as possible to all stakeholder 
audiences – including the public – as a means of justifying the “pragmatic 
legitimacy [of] policy measures…[and] confer[ing] the moral legitimacy of policy 
solutions” (Teasdale et al, 2013: 3) with which it was associated, and on behalf 
of which, such large amounts of public money were being spent. 
Thus the political agenda for the rhetorical and discursive construction of SE 
and SEship in the UK was clearly driven by governmental need in terms of both 
its raison d’être and its content, and the negative impact(s) of this agenda on 
practitioners and their work emerged as being significant, if necessarily 
unintentional.  
In attempting to establish the dual concept of SEship (as a practice) and SE (as 
an organisational model for its delivery) as a viable and legitimate means by 
which to tackle policy priorities, it quickly became “heavily imbued with political 
language and ideology” (Mason, 2012)  
The idea(l) of SE and SEship was conceptualised as a ‘natural’ extension of the 
market domain into the realm of the ‘social’, premised upon a basic logic that 
assumed that social injustice could be “translated and reduced into a 
managerial – i.e. economic-behavioural – problem and solved as such” (Hjorth, 
2010: 2).  
As a result, the policy-driven political conceptions of SE – developed through 
lenses of market-based rationality and managerialism – drew much of their 
inspiration from conceptions of mainstream entrepreneurship (McAdam and 
Treanor, 2011). This was reflected in the language used within policy 
publications, which asserted SE’s ability to bring “enterprise, innovation, and 
competitiveness” (DTI, 2002: 8) to the modernisation and reformation of public 
services (ibid.: 6) whilst simultaneously, and apparently unproblematically, 
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delivering meaningful and measureable social and economic outputs (Cabinet 
Office, 2006) through its double or triple bottom line. 
The centrality of the business logics evident within governmental conceptions of 
SE was further reflected in the justification of the huge investment in national 
infrastructure to support SEs offered by the then Prime Minister, Tony Blair, who 
asserted that his government desired to “provide a more enabling environment, 
to help social enterprises become better businesses” (DTI, 2002: 5 emphasis 
added). The extension of the ‘managerial problem’ approach to social injustice 
outlined above (Hjorth, 2010) through the involvement of double/triple bottom 
lined businesses (SEs), meant that there followed a further logic that implied 
that the better the business, the better the social outcome” (Teasdale, 2012). 
Thus, when the Department of Trade and Industry provided its governmentally-
approved definition of SE in 2002, it was conceptualised through four main 
‘defining’ criteria, which were that SEs were: 1) businesses, that aimed to 2) 
create surpluses, that would be used to 3) sustain the business/assist a given 
community, whose owners/shareholders would 4) not motivated by personal 
wealth creation.  
However, whilst the DTI (2002) became – and remains – the most cited 
definition of SE within the UK context within both policy and academic contexts 
(Bull, 2006; Lyon et al, 2010), the particular assumptions and logics implicit in 
its creation were only relatively recently deconstructed and reflected upon, as 
the critical stream of SE and SEship literature emerged. Added to this was the 
fact that whilst the governmental investment in the sector sought to “establish 
the value of social enterprise, not just to its supporters but to those who 
currently understand little of what it offers” (DTI, 2002: 29), its ‘educative’ efforts 
did not appear to extend to the general public, leaving them confused by, and 
indeed ignorant of, the concept (HM Government, 2011; SEC, 2009; WISE, 
2006). 
Thus, the implication that SEs’ profit-making activities should clearly 
differentiate them “from their grant-dependent cousins in the voluntary and 
community sector” (Teasdale, 2012: 151) was largely lost on a confused 
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general public, only some 25% of whom knew what an SE was (Griffiths, 2012), 
and their declared status as “first and foremost businesses” (DTI, 2002: 13) did 
little to challenge such misconceptions and ignorance. 
This ignorance and confusion was similarly reflected within the banking and 
business support communities, with banks consistently failing to provide SEs 
with access to debt finance (Hewitt, 2002), largely as a result of using 
assessment criteria developed for mainstream business (BoE, 2003). These 
measures identified SEs as ‘lacking’ in comparison to mainstream businesses in 
terms of proven business management skills, a lack of capital assets against 
which to secure loans and, the often poor (or non-existent) profit margins 
acknowledged to be available to SEs providing services “where mainstream 
business cannot, or will not, go” (DTI, 2002: 20).  
A similar situation emerged with regard to the provision of business support 
services to SEs, whereby the complexities associated with the effective and 
balanced management of a double bottom line appeared to be largely 
unrecognised by the network of governmentally-funded Business Link business 
support providers (Mawson, 2010). Indeed, as noted by Smallbone et al (2001: 
7) only 25% of surveyed Business Links had, or were in the process of 
developing, “a specific policy” on SE that recognised it as having different 
(additional) needs to those of mainstream businesses, and less than half of 
those surveyed “considered that social enterprises ha[d] distinctive support 
needs” (ibid.: 7) at all.  
Where specific issues were identified by Business Links, they tended to be 
simplistic in nature, and to coalesce around “legal issues and distinctive 
financial needs…[as well as] a lack of ability to pay for support services” (ibid.: 
7), rather than the more complex managerial issues associated with the 
management of multiple income streams, of both volunteer and paid staff, of the 
development of appropriate and applicable business management skills where 
such skills were underdeveloped, and of the maintenance of focus on social 
output whilst simultaneously ensuring the sustainability (and 
development/diversification) of the business (trading) function. 
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The cumulative effect of these findings led Smallbone et al (2001: 44) to 
highlight the pressing need for the development of a “better understanding by 
public bodies, banks and the community of what social enterprises are about” in 
order to better provide for the development and trading success of SEs, a 
sentiment echoed in the BoE (2003: 33) report into SE financing, which noted 
that: 
“[i]t was clear from our consultations that good business support based on an 
understanding of the social enterprise sector was considered very important, both 
to help social enterprises develop a sustainable income from trading activity and to 
improve investment-readiness. Many consultees did not consider support for social 
enterprises among mainstream public sector business support organisations to be 
very satisfactory…” 
Bearing in mind the fact that the Small et al (2001) report was published in the 
year preceding the publication of the first official policy document on SE (DTI, 
2002), the continued reporting of poor public understanding of SE in the early 
2010s spoke volumes about the failure of successive governments to address 
this knowledge deficit amongst the buying public, given that even some twelve 
years later, “[t]he most common (32%) main source of income for social 
enterprises [wa]s trade with the general public” (SEUK, 2013: 7). 
The fact that the public were so poorly informed as to the nature of SE meant 
that in attempting to understand the phenomenon they drew upon erroneous 
assumptions, usually based on the type of work undertaken by SEs (read: work 
within marginalised communities, and with marginalised individuals and 
groups), and the association of this type of work with the voluntary and 
philanthropic work most often undertaken by traditional charities (SEC, 2011). 
Thus, the distinction between SEs as businesses with primarily social objectives 
(DTI, 2002), and traditional charities (including trading charities) as 
organisations established to served charitable purposes (Charity Commission, 
2013: 3) for the public benefit (ibid.: 7) was not easily discernible. This problem 
was further exacerbated by the fact that the most well-known British examples 
of SE – the Big Issue, celebrity chef Jamie Oliver’s restaurant ‘Fifteen’, Café 
Direct, Divine Chocolate and the Eden Project (Muñoz, 2009; SEC, 2009, 2010) 
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– represented disparate variations on the type of social output that they 
generated, and encompassed a variety of legal forms – sales-based income 
generation for the homeless (Big Issue, registered charity and CLG), culinary 
training for excluded youth (Fifteen, CLG owned by a registered charity), 
provision of fair trading conditions for framers and growers in developing 
countries (Café Direct, Plc and Divine Chocolate, minority-owned workers’ co-
operative), and conservation and ecology educational facility provision (Eden 
Project, registered charity and CLG).  
The lack of commonality and generalisability of purpose, work undertaken, 
location of operation, social focus, or legal status did little to assist the general 
public’s understanding of SE as a (hybrid) organisational form, and the often 
close links to, and ongoing associations with, Christian organisations exhibited 
by the two best-known Fairtrade SEs served to further ‘muddy the waters’ in 
terms of the public’s conceptual understandings of SE as different from charity 
or religious philanthropy – Café Direct, for example, which is sold through all 
Oxfam shops, and was co-founded by Oxfam (itself was co-founded by 
Quakers) and Traidcraft, which asserts itself to be an organisation “founded on 
Christian principles” (Traidcraft, 2015), whilst Divine Chocolate’s initial set-up 
costs were part-funded by Christian Aid, which remains a long-term ‘partner’ 
organisation to the brand (Divine Chocolate, 2015). Additionally, both 
organisations are accredited by the Fairtrade Foundation, which was 
collaboratively founded by several Christian organisations including CAFOD – 
“the official aid agency of the Catholic Church in England and Wales” (CAFOD, 
2015) – Christian Aid, and Oxfam.  
Thus, the general public tended to (in some cases correctly) assume that SEs 
were traditional (trading) charities SEUK (2012), whilst simultaneously (and 
largely negatively) associating the income-generating and politically sanctioned 
nature of such work of charitable work with what Kettell (2012: 282) described 
as the “general public antipathy to the intermingling of religion and politics” 
The confusion of the general public with regard to SE was understandable given 
the noted diversity of the sector, and the government’s – and other sectoral 
stakeholders’ – reticence in providing either clearly delineated parameters for 
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the sector, or a definition that would allow SEs to be instantly recognisable as 
such by those unfamiliar with the sector. The major problem associated with 
these facts was elucidated by Dart (2004), who noted the difficulty experienced 
by the public – including those organisations typically associated with 
supporting businesses i.e. banks and business support agencies – when trying 
to understand SE as a hybrid business model, that could present as a charity 
(and may be registered as such), whilst simultaneously engaging in commercial 
activities.  
In this way, the confusing message around the nature of SE as a form of 
“‘business’ [whose] operations may be indistinguishable from other private 
sector companies, or vehicles for the delivery of public service” (ibid.: 21), but 
which could operate simultaneously across the private, public, and voluntary 
sectors, whose social outputs could legitimately cover a diverse variety of 
activities, and which could embody a multiplicity of legal forms, meant that 
public understanding of SE remained, at best, extremely limited. 
Whilst the government’s (DTI, 2002) definition of SE was obviously shaped by a 
political agenda that demanded that it be “kept deliberately open to allow a wide 
range of organisations that define themselves as social enterprises to be 
included” (Lyon and Sepulveda, 2009: 85), the other ‘key paradigm-building 
actors’ (Nicholls, 2010) – who were often governmentally-funded or sponsored 
– had a similarly political motivation to support and echo governmental rhetoric 
and discourses in order to provide what the government referred to as a “unified 
voice for the sector to work with government in raising the profile of social 
enterprise” (Cabinet Office, 2006: 7), the achievement of which attracted 
significant and ongoing funding for such organisations (Teasdale, 2010). 
Thus, as demonstrated in Chapter Six, what the ‘unified voice’ came to 
represent was what became known within academic circles as the ‘grand 
narrative’, which served not so much as a platform for the shaping of public 
opinion, but as a source of justification for the ongoing investment in a policy 
that was untested, and ultimately driven by a governmental desire to both 
reduce its public service responsibilities, and reduce its financial outlay (in terms 
of both cost of service provision, and grant provision) in the longer term. 
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9.1.2 Correlations and conflicts: the idea(l) and practice of SE    
As discussed previously, the grand narrative of SE and SEship represented a 
discursive and rhetorical strategy that aimed to provide persuasive justification 
for the vigorous pursuit of an expensive, national policy strategy that sought to 
provide a support infrastructure to SEs and other Third Sector organisations 
aiming to assume the mantle of the provision of publically-funded social 
services.  
As such, it incorporated the stories of organisations and individuals whose work 
was claimed to represent ‘best practice’, and whose approach to SE best 
matched the discursive ideals encompassed by the grand narrative. In this way, 
the idea of SE as a concept became merged with an idealised representation of 
SEship, such that the idea(l) became one and the same thing within the grand 
narrative.  
As a result, the grand narrative glossed-over the problems and contradictions 
inherent in the Third Way conception of SE that unashamedly sought to 
“reconcil[e] themes [of enterprise and social justice] which in the past have been 
wrongly regarded as antagonistic” (Blair, 1998: 1), whilst failing to acknowledge 
or explore the reasons for their ‘former antagonism’, and thus failing to take 
account of the associated practical implications for either SE practitioners, or 
the ongoing development and deployment of the policy agenda. In this way, as 
noted by Dey (2010: 1): 
“the meaning of social entrepreneurship is scripted according to the changed social 
conditions of advanced liberal societies…[and] is rationalized according to a 
neoliberal political rationality”. 
Thus, in spite of the lack of public understanding of SE highlighted in many 
publications spanning more than a decade ( for example, Angove, 2007; BoE, 
2003; DTI, 2002; Hall et al, 2012; Nairne et al, 2011; ResPublica, 2013; 
Smallbone et al, 2001; Steinerowski et al, 2010), the situation clearly remained 
largely unresolved. Similarly, the issues highlighted early on (BoE, 2003) with 
regard to the ability of some SEs (particularly those operating in areas of market 
failure, or servicing impoverished communities) to realistically function as profit-
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making businesses, with all the attendant negative implications e.g. ability to 
pay staff, ability to become financially self-sustaining, ability to remain 
sustainable as ongoing concerns providing social services etc., were rendered 
almost invisible by the ‘messianic’ tone of the grand narrative (Dey and 
Steyaert, 2010; Katre and Salipante, 2012).  
In this way, the discursive construction of the idea(l) of SE and SEship, as a 
reflection of successive government’s policy agendas (Howorth et al, 2011), 
represented little more than a ‘marketing strategy’ in support of an expensive 
and expansive  policy programme, aimed at bolstering support and increasing 
buy-in amongst key potential partners and supporters e.g. local authority 
commissioners. – a recommendation specifically made in the ‘Applying social 
enterprise approaches to services for children, young people, and families’ 
report (Strang France, 2007), and stated as an objective in various 
governmental and governmentally-sponsored publications (DoH, 2006; OTS, 
2006a, 2006c; Westall, 2007). 
Thus, the grand narrative can be understood as being entirely (politically) self-
serving – as being a vehicle for the positive persuasion and promotion of the 
idea(l) of SE to bureaucrats, rather than as a means by which to inform or 
educate an ignorant public. Furthermore, it can be seen to function as a 
marketing mechanism for a certain form of SEship associated with the delivery 
of state-funded public services, rather than as a reflection of the type of work 
known to be most often undertaken by SEs – trade with the general public 
(SEUK, 2013).  
As a result, the applicability of the grand narrative to the actual on-the-ground 
enactment of SEship by practitioners running small-scale SEs, as opposed to 
the rapidly growing examples regularly showcased in policy and other 
documents, and known to be associated with public contract delivery (SEUK, 
2013), was questionable as was the link between the rhetorical and discursive 
content of the grand narrative, to the highly simplistic nature of the DTI (2002) 
definition of SE.  
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Indeed the conflicts as well as the correlations between the dominant 
discourses of SE and SEship including the DTI (2002) definition, and the 
women SEurs’ practical experiences emerged clearly from the interview data. 
This data in turn highlighted both the problematic practical issues created by a 
lack of public understanding of SE, and the ways in which the women attempted 
to gain organisational legitimacy through the adoption of those aspects of the 
dominant discourses that they perceived to add credibility to themselves as 
SEurs, and value to their SE organisations. 
The next section discusses the ways in which the women SEurs interviewed for 
this study reported relating to the four component parts of the DTI (2002) 
definition of SE, and is followed by a discussion of the problematic areas and 
issues identified by the women in relation to the day-to-day management of the 
organisational identities of their SEs. 
9.1.3 SE and the DTI (2002) definition: synergies and conceptual subtleties 
The different components of the idea(l) of SE found within the DTI (2002) 
definition asserted that SEs were: businesses, that sought to make profit, which 
profits would be reinvested in the business or community of choice, and whose 
owners were not motivated by personal wealth generation. An exploration of 
these component parts with the women SEurs provided evidence that the 
women largely accepted the definitional parameters such as they were, with the 
caveat of specific and central conceptual differences relating to their 
conceptualisations of SE as a moral and values-driven organisational form, 
which were entirely missing from the DTI (2002) definition.  
9.1.4 SEs as businesses 
The concept of SE as a business model did not appear to be in any way 
contentious to the women SEurs interviewed for the study. Indeed, as all the 
women’s SEs engaged in some level of revenue generation, with those whose 
earned income was small seeking to expand the scope of their sales activities 
with the aim of attaining an ever-increasing level of revenue generation, the 
women unanimously concurred on the fact of their SEs being businesses. 
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However, the unanimity of the women SEurs’ contentions with regard to the 
business-like nature of their SEs was in fact tempered by conceptualisations of 
‘business’ –  as it related to SE – premised upon not only the generation of 
earned income through the sale of goods or services in the marketplace, but 
more specifically as a form of trade differentiated from mainstream business by 
a fundamental focus on ethical organisational behaviour centred on the morally-
driven motivations of the SEurial owner/manager. This aspect of the 
conceptualisation of SE business, as a distinct form of economic activity, is 
discussed in more detail later in the chapter. 
9.1.5 SEs as profit-seeking business organisations 
As a result of the unanimous assertion of the ‘business’ nature of the women 
SEurs’ SEs, no conflict emerged with regard to the DTI (2002) definition’s 
contention that SEs should seek to make profit from their work. However, what 
did emerge as a serious and widespread area of concern and disgruntlement 
was the public’s assumption that SEs should, like charities, work for free i.e. not 
charge for goods/services, and not seek to make profits on goods/service 
provision. The problems associated with the misconception of SE amongst the 
general public ranged from suspicion to outright hostility, and caused the 
women considerable (di)stress, as they were regularly forced to justify and 
defend their work and the public money that some of them received. 
This issue revealed the fact that although the women SEurs accepted, indeed 
embraced, the definitional parameters associated with the business – and thus 
profit-seeking – nature of SE set out in the DTI (2002) definition, the lack of 
public understanding of the same created significant and ongoing organisational 
problems for the women SEurs and their organisations in terms of perceived 
legitimacy within the public sphere in which they sought to trade.  
9.1.6 SEs as organisations that divest/reinvest profits into the 
business/community of need 
The views of the women SEurs with regard to the investiture of profits back into 
the business or community of need served by the SE, also appeared to be 
uncontentious. Whilst the way in which profits were divested or reinvested was 
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shaped by the needs of the individual SE, with issues such as financial 
sustainability, ability to pay staff an adequate wage, and the type of business 
model adopted by the SE playing mitigating roles, none of the women 
expressed any discomfort with that element of the DTI (2002) definition either. 
Thus, similar to other start-up businesses, the women SEurs whose SEs were 
still at the nascent stage – under four years old (GEM, 2004) – tended to 
prioritise liquidity for the business above divestment of profits in order to 
develop ongoing financial sustainability, whereas those SEs established as 
more ‘mainstream’-type businesses i.e. those not directly associated with 
human development work, chose to divest their profits to a nominated charitable 
cause.  
For many of the women SEurs, the focus on organisational sustainability was 
key in terms of both the continuation of service delivery to their chosen 
community of need, as well as to the provision of ongoing job security to 
employees. Indeed, there emerged a link between the conceptualisation of SE 
as a unique form of ‘ethical profit maximisation’ (discussed in more detail later in 
the chapter), and a communally-held sense of responsibility to the individuals 
(both staff and service-users/beneficiaries) with whom the SEs engaged. This 
manifested in one of two ways within the SEs explored for this study; the 
majority of SEs used any profits made to sustain or develop services, whilst the 
more ‘traditional’ business type SEs divested profits to a nominated charitable 
cause in support of their stated social mission.  
Thus, whilst concurring with this particular aspect of the DTI (2002) definition, 
the women conceived of the sustainability/reinvestment cycle of SE not in terms 
of organisational capacity-building in the sense of traditional forms of business 
asset accumulation, but rather in a way that prioritised the social mission above 
the business function. This conceptualisation was noted by Bull (2006: 12) who 
noted that for SEs “[t]he sustainability issue is to carry on ‘doing’…potentially at 
the detriment of developing the business and asset base for the sake of it”. 
Thus, whereas the governmental policy (and other) documents reviewed in 
chapter six clearly showed that the term ‘sustainability’ was framed by 
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mainstream business and entrepreneurship discourses – thereby referring to 
traditional forms of organisational sustainability – the women tended to view 
sustainability in modified terms: having enough money to pay staff and to 
deliver and develop services for their chosen community of need.  
It therefore became clear that although the women agreed with this aspect of 
the DTI (2002), the business side of the SEurial work was most often seen as a 
‘means to an end’ (represented by the social), and that sustainability and the 
reinvestment of profits was rarely conceptualised in terms of mainstream 
business/entrepreneurship organisational sustainability, but instead in terms of 
the ability to sustain (and develop) social service delivery.  
As mentioned previously, where differences of approach to the issue of 
sustainability as it related to the reinvestment of profits did occur, they were 
directly correlated to the type of SE that the women ran, with those women who 
ran human-development SEs i.e. those whose revenue generation was 
undertaken as a means by which to fund social outputs, placing more emphasis 
on the human element of their practice which translated as the development 
and maintenance of relationships with staff and service-users, and the need to 
be a reliable service provider to their chosen community of need, and those 
whose SE business models most closely resembled mainstream businesses i.e. 
trading goods or services directly to the paying public, and involving no 
business related interaction with marginalised communities, tended to fore-front 
the business elements of their work,  prioritising more traditional organisational 
sustainability approaches, and divesting both money (profit) and responsibility 
for the social output to a nominated (expert) charitable cause. 
The distinctions in both conceptualisation and subsequent approach revealed 
that although all the women identified as owner-managing SEurs, the more 
traditional/mainstream business-type SEs were conceptualised as social 
enterprises, whilst the human-development type SEs were considered to be 
social enterprises.  
The subtle difference represented by the two phrases above potentially appear 
to be purely semantic however, they did, in fact, each characterise a distinct 
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conceptual schema for SE, which highlighted the most salient features of the 
individual women SEurs’ conceptualisations of their own SEurial activity, 
enacted through their SEs. In this way, neither the concept of social enterprise 
or social enterprise was claimed by the women to represent a ‘better’ form of 
SE, but rather served to illustrate the acknowledged diversity of the sector, as 
well as the tolerance within the sector for this type of diversity.  
Indeed, the how of the reinvestment/divestment of profits in support of a social 
cause appeared to be far less important to the women than the motivation, a 
point captured by Claudette, who expressed outrage at the idea that a token 
gesture could be interpreted by people outside the sector as being a legitimate 
expression of SE. 
The percentage amount of profits divested/reinvested emerged as being the key 
to the authenticity of SE within the women’s minds, with the correlation between 
moral behaviour and the willing commitment to an (apparently typical) 50% 
divestment/reinvestment level being considered to be something of a hallmark 
of SE.  
Thus, the diversity noted within the SE literature which, for example, Diochon 
and Anderson (2009: 16) remarked as including “for-profit business[es] that 
divert a percentage of profits to a social cause” was considered inadequate by 
the women SEurs, who insisted that a 50% threshold represented the genuine 
social commitment of a ‘real’ SE, neither of which central points (motivation and 
level of divestment/reinvestment) was present in the DTI (2002) definition. 
9.1.7 SEurs as not motivated by personal wealth accumulation 
This final aspect of the DTI (2002) definition of SE proved to be a vital 
component of many of the women SEurs’ SEurial identities. The sense of 
personal privation being linked to the level of ‘authenticity’ of a SEur and her SE 
was palpable, and appeared to be experienced as something of a ‘badge of 
honour’ for many of the women. 
The types of personal privations described by the women related most often to 
the financial but extended, by association, to the material. Thus, the acceptance 
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of a diminished income as a result of engaging on SEship was widely perceived 
as being ‘par for the course’, and whilst the women asserted their desire to 
achieve a liveable wage from their SEurial work, they appeared to take pride in 
the deprivations that they endured. The lack of an income, or a much reduced 
income, inevitably had a significant impact upon the women’s lives, including 
upon their personal relationships, as they attempted to negotiate the impacts of 
a diminished income.  
For some, the practical implications of their financial privations centred on the 
navigation of changed power dynamics within their intimate relationships, 
including in some cases the loss of those relationships, whilst for others the 
main issues revolved around the creative management of lives constrained by a 
suddenly reduced level of disposable income.  
What emerged strongly however, was the almost religious fervour with which 
the women embraced their much-reduced circumstances, appearing to view 
such privations as proof positive of their (lifelong?) commitment to SEship such 
that it appeared to be variously experienced as akin to a ‘marriage’, with 
particular reference to an implied lifelong commitment that would remain 
steadfast ‘for richer and for poorer’, or as a ‘transformative’ experience that 
caused the women SEurs to express the kind of evangelical zeal of the recently 
converted with regard to SE (Zahra et al, 2009).  
This second point reflected the passion with which the women SEurs appeared 
to view SEship, and also appeared to support another emergent component of 
the women’s SEurial identities (discussed in more detail later in the chapter), 
namely the pseudo-evangelising aspect of ‘carrying the message/good news’ of 
SE to a poorly-informed public through their active engagement in public 
speaking events.  
Perhaps unsurprisingly, the women tended to conceive of the ‘riches’ of SEship 
in terms of the positive impacts that they could have on people’s lives, or on the 
environment. As such, their motivations for engaging in SEship were not 
premised upon personal wealth accumulation, but on using their time, skills, and 
energies to effect positive change, rather than to pursue wealth, power and 
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social prestige, which appeared to be unattractive propositions to the women. 
The most commonly held attitude to SEship expressed by the women was 
almost vocational in tone, again supporting the previously mentioned sense of 
SEship representing a whole-life-encompassing pseudo-spiritual/religious 
experience. 
9.1.8 DTI (2002): a base-line definition for practitioners  
As discussed, the component parts of the DTI (2002) definition of SE appeared 
to be largely accepted by the women SEurs, and as such, incorporated into 
their conceptualisations of both SE and SEship. However, the single most 
significant departure from the dominant (business) discourses associated with 
SE as expressed through the DTI (2002) definition, was the women’s assertion 
of the centrality of morality and values to their conceptualisation and practice of 
SEship, which concepts were entirely absent from the DTI (2002) definition. 
These concepts however, provided a framework within which to meaningfully 
conceptualise SE as a practice (SEship) rather than as an idea(l), and facilitated 
the creation of organisations within which the women felt able and empowered 
to renegotiate the injustices of their past personal and employment experiences, 
to take personal responsibility for tackling social and environmental injustices, 
and to rearticulate the concept and norms of ‘business’ on their own terms. 
Thus, connections emerged that pointed to a developmental pathway 
associated with the women’s personal moral development, and the subsequent 
application of those acquired moral frameworks to the interpretation of their life 
experiences, which in turn shaped the emergence of their individual visions for 
a different (better) future for both themselves and others, which they ultimately 
expressed through the work of their SEs.This finding appeared to concur with 
that made by Steinerowski et al, (2010), Whilst the majority of the women 
explained the development of their SEs as being driven first by the (opportunity) 
recognition of a social/environmental need, they all subsequently identified 
ways by which to create revenue generating businesses in support of the 
social/environmental cause that first caught their attention.  
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In this way values, opportunity recognition emerged as two-phase process for 
the women SEurs, who recognised both opportunities to effect social change 
(social/environmental need), as well as to create revenue generating 
businesses in support of the initially identified social/environmental need. The 
two-phase process was evident across the research cohort, and was evidenced 
by the establishment of SEs based on the values-driven morality discussed by 
the women, regardless of the method of addressing the social/environmental 
need i.e. directly or indirectly. 
Thus, the internalised personal moral codes that allowed the women SEurs not 
only to identify social/environmental injustices, but also to feel compelled to take 
action to challenge and change the unjust status quo usually through a 
combination of targeted service delivery supported by revenue generating 
activities within the marketplace, emerged as being integral both to the 
development of a SEurial identity, as well as to SE establishment and 
subsequent SEship practice. 
The centrality of morality and ethics to SE, and the implications that it had for 
both the women SEurs themselves, as well as for the ways in which they chose 
to develop their businesses, represented a critical omission from the DTI (2002) 
definition of SE. However, whilst being notably absent from the official definition, 
the importance of the link between business activity and values as a motivating 
and driving force was commented upon by both Santos (2009) and Cho (2006)  
As such, the DTI (2002) definition of SE was largely embraced by the women 
SEurs, who accepted each part of its four component parts, but who 
nevertheless felt compelled to expand upon the very simplistic terms proffered, 
and to (re)define it to their own satisfaction. Ultimately, the DTI (2002) definition 
represented a basic framework by which SEurs, would-be SEurs, and (in 
principle at least) commissioners could understand the concept, which as such 
made it fit for purpose.  
However, the women SEurs unanimously expressed concern that the ‘spirit’ of 
SE – the morality and values that they felt truly defined a SE, and which guided 
every aspect of their own and their organisations’ behaviour – was not 
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adequately captured by the ‘not-for-personal profit’ aspect of the definition. 
Furthermore, as discussed, neither the specific content of the DTI (2002) 
definition, nor the way in which it was disseminated – the audience to whom it 
was promoted – fulfilled the purpose of informing and educating a largely 
uninformed general public, the associated problems of which emerged in the 
stereotype threats and the attendant legitimacy threats experienced by both the 
women themselves, and their SEs. 
9.1.9 Poor public understanding of SE: stereotype, discursive and 
legitimacy threats 
The effects of the ongoing poor public understanding of SE outlined above 
manifested in several different ways for the women SEurs interviewed for this 
study. The first level of problematic misunderstanding emerged as being related 
to the application of erroneous stereotypes to the women’s SEs by members of 
the public (including, in the case of the more traditional-type SEs, prospective 
clients) as people sought to cognitively categorise the SE with which they were 
interacting.  
As a result, assumptions were made about SE based on experiential and socio-
cultural cognitive schema, combined with the limited information relating to SE 
on which people were able to draw. The most common (and problematic) 
assumptions made about SE were that SEs were religious organisations, that 
SEurs were ‘radicals’, that SE was synonymous with charity, and that SE, as a 
form of entrepreneurship, reflected the style of entrepreneurship popularly 
pursued during the Thatcher era. 
The second level of problematic misunderstanding involved the discursive 
associations related to the erroneous stereotypes applied to the women’s SEs 
by a misinformed public. As a direct result of this process, not only were the 
women’s SEs incorrectly judged to be other than they were, the dominant 
discourses attendant on the stereotypes applied were also assumed to hold true 
so that, for example, if an SE was assumed to be a charity, it was further 
assumed to make use of volunteer as opposed to paid staff, and to not charge 
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for its services. The difficulties created by such discursive associations with 
erroneous stereotypes are discussed in more detail below. 
The final level of problematic issue caused to the women SEurs by the poor 
public understanding of SE was represented by the professional and 
organisational legitimacy threats created as a cumulative result of the erroneous 
(stereotypical and discursive) assumptions applied to their SEs and by 
association, to themselves as professional women.  
Thus, taking the example mentioned above, should a SE be assumed to be a 
traditional charity, using volunteer staff and not charging for service provision, 
then the revelation that an SE does indeed charge for its services, does aim to 
extract profit, and does pay its staff for their work, then the legitimacy of the SE, 
and of the SEur and her staff, runs the risks of being severely compromised. 
This in turn can affect trust, alongside the social standing of the SE and its staff 
within the local community. 
9.1.10 Stereotype, discursive and legitimacy threat #1: religion and 
charity/voluntary work 
The first stereotype threat experienced by the women in relation to their SEs 
and SEurial activities manifested in the regular assumption by members of the 
general public that the women were running traditional charities. This particular 
stereotype activation was supported by discursive extensions associated with 
charitable work, (Humbert, 2012) and that as a result, charitable activities are 
often the preserve of the “volunteer…middle-class ‘lady’ juggling church jumble 
sales with fundraising lunches” (Taylor, 2005: 119).  
In this way, it can be seen that the type of (human development) work largely 
undertaken by the women’s SEs activated the initial stereotypical association 
with religious (read: Christian) charitable works, which assumption was further 
‘supported’ by discursive correlations between such work, and the gender, 
class, and race of the majority of the women SEurs.  
Added to this was the centrality of morality and ethics to the women’s SEurial 
work, which served to create further cognitive and discursive connections 
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between the erroneously applied stereotypes of religion/religious motivations, 
charity, and the privileged paternalism of middle class Christianity founded upon 
a “moral obligation and social duty to those less privileged” (Taylor, 2005: 127).   
Thus, the fact that the vast majority of the SEurs were white and middle class, 
coupled with the fact that they were also women, served to provide apparent 
supporting evidence of the initial erroneous stereotype related to religiosity and 
charity. This finding stood at odds with the claim made in two separate 
publications by SEUK (2011, 2013) relating to the ‘fact’ that “[s]ocial enterprise 
is clearly challenging the abiding social stereotype of business as the preserve 
of the older, white male” (SEUK, 2013: 43). 
Such a claim clearly relied on two separate assumptions, the first relating to the 
visibility of the SEurial owner/manager who should be easily identifiable as the 
SE owner/manager, and also be female, the second that the SE should be 
understood and related to as a business. However, the fact that the women 
reported their SEs being misunderstood as traditional charities, strongly implied 
that their SEs were not in fact seen to be businesses in spite of governmental 
and other sectoral stakeholders’ claims to the contrary.  
As such, whilst it may be true that, as noted in the SEUK (2011, 2013) 
publications, women’s participation at Board level within the SE sector is 
generally more widespread than it is within mainstream business, the fact 
nevertheless remains that “women dominated boards are more likely to be 
found in sectors that have stereotypically been a focus for women’s 
employment such as youth and childcare” (Lyon and Humbert, 2013: 8), and 
that if SE is perceived to be ‘charity’ rather than ‘business’, then women’s 
engagement with it at all levels only serves to reinforce the gendered dualism of 
voluntary, charitable work as ‘women’s’ work, and the ‘real’ (read: paid, 
professional) work undertaken by men within the labour market  Neysmith and 
Reitsma-Street (2000). 
As such, volunteering work is not only devalued by its association with women 
and the traditional gender roles epitomised within the male breadwinner model, 
but it is also simultaneously rendered invisible for the same reasons (Humbert, 
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2012). Indeed the devaluing effect of SE’s association with charity and voluntary 
work emerged as a legitimacy threat experienced by the women SEurs, who felt 
that their professional status as both (social) service providers and as business 
women was constantly undermined as a result.  
Bearing in mind the fact that SE was routinely interpreted by the general public 
as being traditional voluntary and charitable work, the fact, as has been 
abundantly evidenced within the feminist entrepreneurship literature, that 
business management and entrepreneurship are gendered to a male norm (Ahl, 
2006; Ogbor, 2000; Smith, 2010) would have provided further barriers not only 
to the women’s professional legitimacy as SE business owner-managers based 
on the gendered stereotype ‘think manager, think male’ (Heilman, 2012; Schein 
and Davidson, 1993; Schein et al, 1996) , but also to the possibility of their SEs 
being considered to be anything other than charities based on the gender 
presentation of the women SEurs themselves.  
Thus, if business/entrepreneurship provoked the emergence of masculine 
gendered cognitive stereotypes, whilst charitable (religious), voluntary, and 
human development social work elicited cognitive associations relating to 
women as a result of the stereotypical extension of traditional gendered 
divisions of domestic labour (specifically caring work) into the labour market, it 
is not difficult to understand why the additional erroneous application of 
stereotypes of (faith-based) volunteers as being “bible-bashing do-gooders, or 
enthusiastic and well-meaning, but essentially impotent amateurs” (King, 2011), 
resulted in the women SEurs experiencing a sense of constant threat to their 
professional legitimacy as a direct result of the poor public understanding of SE.  
A further area of contention emerged in relation to the (largely) erroneous and 
stereotypical association of SE with charity/voluntary work, which related to a 
further assumption that the services provided by the women’s SEs would be 
delivered for free, and that staff would be (unpaid) volunteers. The cumulative 
result of this situation was that the women SEurs reported regularly 
experiencing hostility as a result of their (unashamed) revelation of the pursuit 
of profit in their work, the need to charge for services provided, and the payment 
of staff in line with other mainstream businesses. 
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9.1.11 Stereotype, discursive and legitimacy threat #2: radical 
politics/alternative lifestyle 
The next stereotype threat identified by the women SEurs related to a 
conceptual association in the mind of some elements of the public, that 
considered SE to represent a form of ‘alternative lifestyle choice’ embraced by a 
‘radicals’, who were conceived of as either anti-capitalists or eco-activists.  
It appeared that the people who understood the SEurs as being ‘radicals’ of one 
sort or another, conceptualised SE as a form of activism that sought to 
challenge the status quo. However, whilst such a conceptualisation of SE 
certainly echoed the women SEurs’ view of SE, they felt that the 
‘radical/alternative’ element undermined their professional credibility – that 
radicals and other activists were perceived to be anarchic, on the far-left of the 
political spectrum, and non-mainstream. 
As a result, the social activist side of their SEurial identities was fore-fronted at 
the expense of their professional credentials, and the women felt at best 
‘indulged’, and at worst marginalised rather than taken seriously. Alexandra 
spoke of feeling that all SEs were “pigeon-holed”.). Jessica expressed similar 
frustrations relating to her perception of her professional identity and capabilities 
being rendered invisible or subsumed by the imposition of erroneous 
stereotypes of SE and SEship related to either/both eco-activism (for those 
SEs, like hers, that dealt with environmental issues), or anti-capitalism by dint of 
not being traditional mainstream businesses, but ethical businesses with a 
double/triple bottom line. Like Alexandra, Jessica felt under pressure to 
constantly explain and justify herself, as the initial stereotypes applied to her 
and her work within her SE provoked discursive extensions that led her to 
experience the sense of amused indulgence with which prospective clients 
interacted with her and her SE, perceiving it to be (in the absence of 
experiential experience to the contrary) a “hippified, fluffy thing” (Jessica). 
Whilst the ‘radical/alternative’ stereotype was reported by far fewer of the 
women SEurs than issues relating to the public perception of SE being 
charity/voluntary/religious, the outcome proved to be the same, namely that the 
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stereotype applied was erroneous, and that the discursive extensions 
associated with it served to undermine the women’s legitimacy, professional 
capacity, and ultimately their credibility as business owner/managers. 
The lack of professionalism associated with stereotypes of activism and 
alternative lifestyle choices, mirrored the perceived amateurism of the 
discursive associations with voluntary work, both of which stereotypes proved 
personally and organisationally problematic for the women and their SEs as 
their professional capabilities were effectively challenged on the basis of 
erroneous assumptions. 
As noted earlier, women entrepreneurs and business managers suffer from 
gender-based legitimacy challenges as a result of the masculine construction of 
both management and entrepreneurship, which barriers were further 
compounded by the assumed amateurism and lack of professionalism 
associated with stereotypes conceptually linked to SE by the general public. 
When it is further considered that social service delivery is often considered to 
be an extension of women’s unpaid (and therefore unvalued) domestic labour, 
and as such has a tendency to sectoral feminisation (Humbert, 2012), which as 
a phenomenon has been shown to be correlated to low pay, low social prestige, 
and for business-owners operating in such sectors, low growth opportunities 
(Bourne, 2010; Marlow et al, 2008; Marlow and McAdam, 2013; Saridakis et al, 
2014), the legitimacy threats to the women as both qualified and experienced 
practitioners, as well as SE business owner/managers were perhaps 
unsurprising.  
However, whilst the gendered aspect of these barriers i.e. the specifically 
gendered nature of the stereotypes, discursive extensions, and assumptions, 
are almost entirely absent from both the academic literature and governmental 
policy documents, they nevertheless provide insight into the ways in which 
women SEurs’ professional identities are placed under the constant pressure of 
being assumed to be ‘lacking’ in essential  masculine ways (Ahl, 2002; Ahl and 
Marlow, 2012; Heilman, 2012; Wilson and Tagg, 2010).   
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Thus, the poor understanding of SE amongst the majority of the general public 
meant that people sought to understand the concept by drawing on 
understandings from their day-to-day social and cultural experiences, which in 
turn led to stereotypical associations being made between, for example, SE and 
religiously-motivated charity work and volunteering. This in turn exposed the 
women SEurs to cognitive and discursive links between such activities and 
traditional expressions of middle class, white, femininity (Taylor, 2005), which 
put many of them at an immediate professional disadvantage simply on account 
of their gender identity.  
Added to the inherent gendered disadvantage of being female, and having their 
SE work understood as being charity/ voluntary work, the women SEurs were 
also subjected to the discursive associations related to the initial stereotyping of 
their organisations (and by association of themselves), which manifested in an 
assumption not only of amateurism, as opposed to competency and 
consummate professionalism, but also of providing services for free, whilst 
simultaneously not paying staff for service delivery. 
As noted by Mirchandani (1999: 231) “femaleness gets inscribed onto jobs 
which involve little control or power, and these jobs are simultaneously labelled 
as ‘unskilled’ work requiring feminine traits”. Thus, the ‘lack of power and 
control’ associated with the types of (charitable) voluntary work traditionally 
undertaken by women (read: social work), provided an explanation for its 
conception as an extension of the ‘unskilled’ and unpaid domestic labour 
performed by women in the home. Further, as a result of such work being 
deemed to be both ‘unskilled’ and ascribed as ‘women’s work’, the presumption 
of a lack of remuneration (and charge) for the delivery of such services was 
almost inevitable.   
However, as a result of the cumulative effects of these assumptions, the women 
SEurs felt denied the legitimacy of a both a personal and organisational 
professional status, being assumed to be amateurish/unskilled in terms of their 
personal professional identity, and organisational capacity for service delivery, 
and as a result of being nominally ‘unskilled’, to be unworthy of organisational 
payment and personal remuneration.  
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Thus, through the women SEurs’ reported experiences, the effects of the 
invisible masculine norms of skilled (men’s) work as worthy of remuneration, set 
against the feminine norms of ‘unskilled’ and unpaid (women’s) domestic labour 
and voluntary work were revealed, and the gender-specific personal and 
organisational issues thereby created were exposed. Alongside these, the 
women further experienced the denial of the social prestige afforded to paid 
professional/skilled labour as their professional careers were rendered 
inconsequential through their association with gendered, feminine stereotypes.  
Finally, the assumption that the women’s SEs were charities and not 
businesses was further supported by discourses not only linking women to 
voluntary, and the social service-type work seen to extend their ‘unskilled’ and 
unpaid domestic labour outside the home, but also by those that aligned 
business management and entrepreneurship with masculinity. As a result, the 
women were effectively denied the opportunity to express a legitimate and 
meaningful business owner/manager identity, which in turn denied both their 
personal and organisational professionalism. 
It was thus made clear that the discursive extension associated with 
voluntary/charity work between the (assumed) lack of cost/payment for a 
service, and its (perceived) lack of value was central to the denial of 
professional legitimacy to the women SEurs, and that the (assumed) lack of 
personal remuneration for services provided was correlated with a (perception) 
of amateurism. The lack of social and economic value associated with 
social/environmental service provision (in the home or the labour market), and 
its association with both women, and lack of skill, stood in direct contrast to the 
‘professionalisation’ of human and environmental exploitation associated with 
the types of well-remunerated professional work most commonly linked to big 
business. 
In this way, the women SEurs were not only subjected to negative gender-
based stereotyping as women assumed to be engaged in unpaid social work, 
and thus not to be business owner/managers, but also as workers assumed to 
be unskilled amateurs. Thus the social prestige afforded to the (paid) work that 
supported environmental destruction and human exploitation was shown to be 
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far greater than that associated with work attempting to achieve social and 
environmental justice.  
The lack of value (social prestige) placed upon such work led to its ‘justifiable’ 
association with women, who were perceived to be willing “mothers of the 
community…there to help, to build, for others but never for themselves, 
and…seldom valued or rewarded for their work” (Humbert, 2012: 10). Figure 9.1 
on the following page, shows the stereotypes and attendant gendered 
discursive extensions experienced by the women SEurs. 
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Figure 9.1: Stereotypes and gendered discursive extensions experienced by the women SEurs 
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9.1.12 Stereotype, discursive and legitimacy threat #3: Thatcherite-type 
entrepreneurship 
The final organisational legitimacy threat identified by the women SEurs during 
the interview process related to the perceived threat posed by some newcomers 
to the SE field, whom the women believed not only to be acting in a manner 
contrary to their conceptualisations of ‘real’ SE/SEship, but simultaneously to 
exemplify the type of entrepreneurial approach lauded during the Thatcher 
years.   
As noted by Chell (2007: 8), “enterprise culture under Thatcher became a moral 
crusade” the ‘morality’ of which was premised upon the enactment of “values of 
individualism, personal achievement, ambition, striving for excellence, effort, 
hard work and the assumption of personal responsibility for actions” (ibid.: 8). 
The women SEurs however, felt that the economic rationality and stark 
individualism of this approach to entrepreneurship stood at odds with the 
meaningful achievement of the double/triple bottom line associated with SEship, 
appearing to concur with Grenier’s (2009: 179) contention that such an 
approach was fundamentally underpinned by “avarice, opportunism, and 
corruption”.  
As such, this ‘mainstream’ version of entrepreneurship, which was perceived to 
lack a foundation of morality and ethics, represented the specific type of 
entrepreneurial approach that the women wished to distance themselves from, 
and which they felt posed a legitimacy threat to their own SE organisations by 
association. Indeed, the incursion into the SE sector of private sector 
organisations developing nominally SE models in order to gain access to 
governmental contracts was highlighted as being deeply problematic by the 
women SEurs, who believed that such approaches represented a diametrically 
opposite approach to the (social/environmental) opportunity recognition and 
subsequent (business development) opportunity exploitation that they had 
undergone.  
Thus, the innovation in service delivery exhibited by such interlopers to the SE 
sector was instead deemed to be founded upon the recognition of an 
opportunity to exploit a policy approach that ‘invited’ incursion through the open-
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endedness of its definition of SE as an organisational form. As such, the 
perceived fundamental desire to create new SE organisations specifically for 
the purpose of exploiting an opportunity to extract profit without concern for 
people or planet, was considered to be symptomatic of the ‘morally bankrupt’ 
approach embodied in economically rationalist and individualistic approaches to 
entrepreneurial profit maximisation. This issue is discussed in more detail in the 
second section (9.2 to follow), which elucidates the ways in which the women 
SEurs reported putting their moral principles into practice as enacted SEship, 
delivered through their SE organisations.  
9.1.13 The discursive gendering of SE and SEship: state-sanctioned 
exploitation? 
The obviously gendered presentation of SE and SEship to different audiences 
by the sector’s ‘key paradigm-building actors’ (Nicholls, 2010) revealed the 
gendered ways in which SEship was conceived of and understood within policy-
making circles, alongside the assumptions made regarding the gender make-up 
of the specific groups targeted. 
The divide in both target audience, and gendered content represented by the 
publications made available by government, and those by support agencies 
(e.g. SEC, SEL, SEUK) was marked, with governmental publications appearing 
to be aimed at (demand-side) professional audiences, whose support for the 
sector was subtly being sought, whilst support agencies appeared to target 
(supply-side) lay audiences of potential SEurs. 
This clear ‘division of labour’ between the two groups representing the ‘key 
paradigm-building actors’ (Nicholls, 2010) within the SE sector was notable for 
its 360º approach that allowed both demand to be created for the governmental 
commitment to the development of the sector, alongside the attraction of new 
SEurs in support of the anticipated and desired expanded provision of services 
within the sector. However, what it also revealed were the close links between 
the support organisations, which were nominally ‘independent’ of government 
and the government itself, which was pursuing its own policy agenda.  
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As vehicles for the dissemination of a governmentally-sponsored political 
agenda, the support organisations’ publications, whilst undoubtedly well-
meaning in their intent, represented a non-critical capitulation to the 
governmentally defined parameters of SE and SEship, and to its associated 
definition. As such, the support organisations were less a voice for the sector 
and its members, than a voice for the diffusion of governmental rhetoric and 
discourse on SE, thereby colluding in the propogation of potentially delimiting 
discursive boundaries relating to SE and SEship, that scholars had critiqued for 
their tendency to create isomorphic conformative pressures within the sector in 
support of the attainment of organisational legitimacy (DiDomenico et al, 2009; 
Griffith, 2012).      
With regard to the gendered nature of the material within the support 
organisations’ published documentation, the types of words and phrases used 
were largely ‘feminine’ in nature, and often referenced traditionally female roles 
and stereotypes. Examples of the traditionally feminine stereotypes/gender 
roles that they referenced were typically founded upon an essentialist view of 
women as: selfless, mother-figures, concerned with others above themselves, 
giving, unconcerned by monetary gain, and emotionally available.   
However, they simultaneously referenced sterotypically feminine ‘failings’, which 
were also highly essentialist in nature, and included the conception of 
(particularly older) women as: mentally stagnating, socially isolated, and 
believing themselves to be undeserving/valueless. 
These linguistics associations clearly demonstrated the highly gendered 
cognitive correlation between SE and SEship and women, premised upon its 
inherently social nature, which was assumed to be attractive to the target 
audience of women based upon their gender-specific ‘natural’ propensity 
towards the requisite caring/caretaking roles.  
These gender essentialist correlations were borne-out in findings presented by 
Pines et al (2012: 11) who concluded that “social entrepreneurship seems to be 
an area to which women are expected to be attracted”, and echoed by Humbert 
(2012: 10) who, as mentioned previously, noted women’s regular portrayal 
within the wider Third Sector as:   
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“not motivated by pecuniary reasons but more by a desire to act as what can only 
be described as mothers of the community: women are there to help, to build, for 
others but never for themselves, and are seldom valued or rewarded for their work”    
The portrayal of women in these highly gendered terms arguably served to 
reinforce and legitimise both the gendered association between women and all 
forms of care work, as well as those between women and SE, which according 
to SEC (2009) represented a ‘natural home’ for them.  
Additionally, the acknowledged fact of start-up SEs’ unremitting demands on the 
SEur’s time, alongside the often unremunerated aspect of SEurial work (GEO, 
2008), suggested that whilst SE was clearly being targeted to women, its 
benefits were at best unproven, and at worst non-existent to the extent that 
participation in SEship was shown to possess the potential to reduce a woman 
SEur’s quality of life along both the financial and temporal dimensions. 
Indeed, the unashamed presentation of a case study (GEO, 2008) that depicted 
a woman whose life was consumed by her paid work during the daytime, and 
her unpaid SEurial activity during the evenings and at weekends, demonstrated 
the utter lack of criticality of, and wilful blindness towards, the possibility of 
negative impacts associated with engagement with SEship.  
Furthermore, it suggested an astonishing level of ambivalence towards the 
promotion to a doubly subordinated group of people – BAME women – of an 
activity that could have such devastating consequences for a woman’s work-life 
balance, and general health and wellbeing, a situation succinctly summarised 
by Demsey and Sanders (2010: 437):    
“although popular portrayals of social entrepreneurship offer a compelling vision of 
meaningful work centred on solving pressing social problems, they also celebrate a 
troubling account of work/life balance centred on self-sacrifice, underpaid and 
unpaid labour and the privileging of organizational commitment at the expense of 
health, family and other aspects of social reproduction”.    
Bearing in mind the potentially negative consequences that engagement with 
SEship was acknowledged to have, it appeared particularly callous to promote 
such activities to nominally older women (over 50), through its presentation as 
an effectively ‘redemptive’ activity that could ‘solve the problems’ associated 
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with being older and female in society. In actuality, its ability to empower women 
to effect meaningful change in their lives was reduced to the individual level, as 
the supposed benefits of engagement with SE only had the capacity to address 
the symptoms (not the causes) of older women’s invisibility and lack of social 
value in contemporary British society. Furthermore, the proffering of a ‘solution’ 
to such problems in the form of the ‘benefits’ derived from undertaking poorly 
paid (or unpaid) caring, nurturing, and developmental work within an SE 
sounded less like empowerment, and more like the state-sanctioned 
exploitation of another group of potentially vulnerable women. 
9.2 Enacted SEship delivered through SE: practitioner conceptualisations 
of SE 
The in-depth semi-structured interviews with the women SEurs employed in this 
study provided rich insight into the ways in which the women made sense of SE 
as a concept, how they enacted SEship through their SEs, and how the 
emergent themes linked to one another to form a cohesive whole. 
As discussed in the previous section, the women SEurs identified values-driven 
moral behaviours as being central to both SE as a concept, and to its practice 
as SEship, and felt that such behaviours manifested as a direct result of the 
moral attitudes of the founding SEur(s). The ways in which the women 
conceived of SE as different to, and more than, the DTI (2002) definition of SE 
discussed above, centred on the ways in which morality and values were 
expressed in SEship (through SE) which, taken together, formed the concept of 
SEship as a unique form of ‘ethical profit maximisation’. 
The women SEurs conceptions of the ‘ethical profit maximisation’ as a process 
enacted through SE included not only the types of morally justifiable 
organisational behaviours actually displayed by the SEs, but also the 
organisational behaviours and norms relating to mainstream traditional business 
and entrepreneurship that they actively rejected. As such, ethical profit 
maximisation was explained as both what the women and their organisations 
did, as well as what they chose not to do. 
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9.2.1 SE as ‘ethical profit maximisation’ 
As discussed above, the differences that the women SEurs most often sought 
to highlight between their vision of SEship (enacted through SE) and 
mainstream business/enterprise, centred on the way in which SE was 
approached by SEurs (their motivations), which in turn reflected the 
moral/ethical underpinnings that the women were at pains to assert the 
centrality of.  
As a result, the women sought to differentiate SEship from the profit-maximising 
behaviours of mainstream business/entrepreneurship by way of their 
demonstrably ‘higher order’ motivations, manifest in both their reasons for 
engaging in SEship (in order to achieve positive social and/or environmental 
outcomes), and the fact that such motivations were premised on passionate 
political and moral beliefs in social and/or environmental justice, rather than on 
the desire to accumulate private wealth.  
In this way, the women SEurs attempted to exemplify the fundamental 
conceptual and practical differences between the type of ‘enterprising’ 
behaviour embraced during the Thatcher era, and the morally sound behaviours 
of SEs. Thus, as noted previously, whereas Thatcherite entrepreneurship was 
envisioned as a ‘moral crusade’ for individual betterment (Chell, 2007), the 
women SEurs presented enacted SE as a ‘moral crusade’ (with a specific focus 
on the moral) fought under the banner of social justice for all, and founded upon 
values of compassion, social responsibility, equality, egalitarianism, and a deep-
felt sense of connection to others. 
The morality of the women’s conception of SEship and SE as ‘ethical profit 
maximisation’ was thereby presented in contrast to the ‘moral bankruptcy’ of 
traditional business and individualist, Thatcherite-type entrepreneurship leading 
to the suggestion that some organisations which met the nominal criteria for the 
accordance of SE status in-line with the DTI (2002) definition (including some 
organisations specifically held-up as exemplars of SE within governmental and 
other publications), but which did not demonstrate intrinsically moral motivations 
or organisational behaviours were simply, as Sinéad put it, “wolves in sheep’s 
clothing”.  
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This was perhaps unsurprising, given that the DTI (2002) policy document on 
SE asserted that the ‘values’ that successful SEs would be expected to 
“exemplify [were] enterprise, innovation, competitiveness and social inclusion” 
(ibid.: 8) which (social inclusion aside) represented standard mainstream 
business-derived terms that more accurately reflected the Thatcherite-type of 
entrepreneurial approach that the women SEurs actively sought to reject, than 
the morally-driven characteristics that they described themselves and their SEs 
as possessing.  
The areas within which the women SEurs reported enacting organisational 
aspects of their ethical profit maximisation encompassed: staff treatment and 
working conditions, equitable pay structures, and fair product/service pricing. 
Each of these individual areas represented a site of contestation and re-
imagining of mainstream business and entrepreneurial norms (and ‘values’) 
such that the women effectively sought to use their SEs to role model 
alternative ways in which profit-making (or seeking) businesses could be run 
both at no detriment to staff, and in a fair and open way for paying customers.  
9.2.2 Staff treatment and working conditions as ‘enacted ethical profit 
maximisation’ 
An active consideration of the fair treatment of staff emerged as a central theme 
in the enactment of ethical profit maximisation, covering pay and conditions, 
staff development, and a personalised approach to recruitment and retention. 
For all the women SEurs whose SEs employed staff (volunteer, paid, and 
intern), there existed a wholehearted commitment to the absolute avoidance of 
exploitation of their employees based on the women SEurs’ moral values, 
enacted within their SEs through a personalised approach to staff that viewed 
them as individuals, and recognised them as people (rather than simply as 
‘human resources’) with lives and responsibilities beyond the confines of the SE 
business. 
The focus on staff members as individuals meant that the women SEurs were 
willing to invest in the development of their employees in ways that would help 
them develop skills across a range of contexts that were not solely business 
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focussed (professional development), but which also included personal 
developmental skills and experience in order to enhance ‘soft skills’ such as 
confidence, assertiveness, and creative thinking. 
Whilst a willingness to invest in the development of staff members as individuals 
with different and evolving developmental needs came at a significant financial 
cost to the women’s SEs, they spoke of making creative use of their networks in 
order to extract value, and valuable opportunities, on behalf of their staff 
(free/subsidised training, collaborative training opportunities with other local 
organisations etc.), which in turn led to the development of great loyalty from 
staff. 
Adopting a personalised approach to staff, as opposed to the type of ‘bums on 
seats’ approach often seen in large organisations, and being willing to invest 
time, money, and effort into both the personal and professional development of 
their staff created a degree of loyalty that extended beyond the normal working 
day, and created goodwill amongst staff such that volunteer, paid, and intern 
staff were reported to be willing to be very flexible in their work, and to ‘go the 
extra mile’ on behalf of the SEurs and their SEs. 
The person-centred approach also underpinned an attitude towards staff that 
meant that staff welfare was of paramount importance such that Lucille, for 
example, spoke of investing all the available income into her volunteer staff – 
the provision of travel expenses, training opportunities etc. – in order to 
demonstrate their value to her as the SEur, and to her organisation even in the 
absence of remuneration (for either them or herself). Jennifer described a 
similar approach to her volunteer staff (with learning difficulties), which saw her 
SE only ever employing volunteer staff for ‘proper’ work i.e. work that would 
enable them to enhance their skill-sets. In this way, volunteers were never used 
to fulfil menial tasks, but were instead given (often supervised) roles that 
enabled them to gain skills and experience, as well as confidence and self-
esteem. 
For those SEs which used interns, the women tended to pay at minimum wage 
level if the SE’s means enabled it, and in the absence of funds to pay interns, 
ensured that frameworks were in place to ensure the non-exploitation of intern 
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staff. For example, Audrey was very clear on the fact that interns were vital to 
her nascent organisation’s development, and as such was at pains to ensure 
that her (unpaid) interns’ experience was meaningful, positive, and personally 
and professionally enriching. By placing a time limit on internships, providing 
interns with clearly delineated roles, and by ensuring regular supervision and 
feedback, she felt able to provide them with valuable professional 
developmental work placements that would allow them to showcase their skills 
and abilities to future employers: 
“we are always trying to balance out their contribution to us, with our contribution to 
them, and ensure that they are not exploited” Audrey. 
The main emergent contention from the theme of staff treatment and conditions 
was a highly personalised approach to staff members that saw them as people 
rather than as human resources to exploit to the benefit of the organisation, 
which created loyalty, and commitment amongst staff and the communities 
within which the SEs worked. Thus, the values that the women SEurs appeared 
to associate with staff treatment and conditions were fairness and person-
centredness, which were in turn premised upon a view of staff as individuals 
engaged in a system of reciprocal value exchange through their work within the 
SEs. 
The conception of person-centred staff development as a value-adding process 
for both the women’s SE organisations and its employees, was widely reflected 
in the SE literature in papers dealing with social firms employing disabled 
people (Gray and Law, 2010), those specifically concerned with healthcare 
sector spin-outs (Addicott, 2011; Marks et al, 2007), and SEs more generally 
(Hoogendoorn et al, 2010; SEC, 2009; Allinson et al, 2011)  
9.2.3 Equitable pay structures as ‘enacted ethical profit maximisation’ 
Another form of positive staff treatment that emerged from the data related to 
the issue of equitable pay structures within the SE organisations. This issue 
concerned only remunerated staff, but reflected the women SEurs beliefs 
regarding the pay differentials between lowest- and highest-paid staff members 
often seen in large corporations, as well as the ways in which the women 
actively prioritised the payment of staff in the face of adverse conditions. 
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Viewing their staff as people with financial responsibilities that relied on a 
regular and reliable income reflected the women SEurs’ wider moral and ethical 
viewpoints. As a result, there emerged a consistently reflected commitment to 
values of openness, honesty, transparency, and fairness in relation to the 
payment of staff, at the levels of both remuneration level setting, and the actual 
payment of staff wages each month, and as markers of moral organisational 
behaviour and ethical profit maximisation. 
Whilst the ability of SEs to offer a ‘better’ employment experience for staff than 
mainstream enterprises remains a contentious subject, it was specifically 
highlighted as a means to attract highly qualified and motivated staff to SE 
(NHS, 2008; Ohana and Meyer, 2010).  As such, it would seem that in spite of 
very limited information pertaining to the experiences of staff in SEs, the women 
SEurs were indeed reporting ‘best practice’ approaches to their staff, based on 
the application of their personal values to their SE practice. 
9.2.4 Fair product/service pricing as enacted ‘ethical profit maximisation’ 
For many of the women, the pricing policy that they adopted developed 
alongside the more general organisational values within their SEs, such that 
pricing tended to be based on an assessment of the ‘fairness’, to both the 
customer and to the SE, of the proposed price level.  
As such, the fair pricing policy issue could be seen as a riposte to the 
assumption of amateurism and voluntarism experienced by the women as being 
associated with SE. The women SEurs were unashamed of their need for profit 
through their work, and felt rightfully justified in setting a price that reflected the 
resources (human and material) required to deliver a particular piece of work. In 
this way, the setting of a fair price allowed the women to reclaim and assert 
their professionalism as both service providers, and as business 
owner/managers by creating a pricing strategy that allowed them to be 
competitive within the marketplace, to pay their staff a fair and reliable wage, 
and to create a profit for divestment to charity/the ongoing provision of services. 
The women thereby contended that by insisting on a price that was fair, that 
adequately reflected the resource demands of the service/product provision, 
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they would have sufficient of a profit margin to ensure that any additional ad hoc 
staff required would also be able to be paid at a fair, and non-exploitative rate. 
Additionally, the women expressed a belief that being seen (understood) by 
customers to price their work fairly (non-exploitatively), also served to counter 
the association of SE with free/cheap (charity/voluntary) service provision. 
Concern over the perception amongst commissioners (as opposed to the 
general public) of SE as a ‘cheap’ option for the delivery of services was rife 
amongst the women SEurs, with many of them expressing cynical views of the 
governmental drive towards more SE involvement in the delivery of public 
services. 
Based upon the informed view of the SE agenda having been politically 
developed in order to facilitate the quasi-privatisation of public services (Haugh 
and Kitson, 2007; Peattie and Morley, 2008), and nominally at least, to reduce 
public spending, many of the women SEurs believed that in the wake of the 
imposition of national austerity measures and attendant massive cuts to public 
spending, that SE was increasingly seen as the ‘cheap’ cousin of mainstream 
(private) business, achieving ‘more for less’ by working to a double/triple bottom 
line.  
As a result, the women expressed concern that SE was being ‘pressed’ from 
both sides – one the one hand by a largely ignorant general public who 
assumed that SE was synonymous with charity and therefore provided services 
for ‘free’, and on the other by local authority and other commissioners believing 
SE to be a ‘cheap’, and therefore money-saving option for the delivery of public 
services. 
As noted previously, the very emergence of SE in support of the politically-
driven privatisation or quasi-privatisation (through SE/charity etc.) of swathes of 
public service provision, alongside ever increasing cuts to public funding as a 
result of ongoing national austerity measures meant that SE became 
increasingly connected to cost-cutting initiatives within local government, which 
in turn created cognitive associations between SE and cost-cutting (cheaper 
service provision) and therefore with it being perceived as being ‘cheap’. 
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However, the pejorative cognitive association between the concept of ‘cheap’ 
with the concept of ‘nasty’ i.e. “sloppiness, shabbiness…[and] sharp dealing” 
(Zeithaml et al, 1990: 8),  meant that the women were very focussed on 
renegotiating such (erroneous) cognitive and discursive associations, such that 
‘fair’ (non-exploitative) became a metaphor for SE more generally. 
As a result, the women SEurs’s insistence on being viewed as ‘fair’ in terms of 
pricing stood in defiance of the notion of SE as either free/cheap and/or 
amateur, by placing the emphasis on the combination of the values-driven 
nature of SE, and its business-like professionalism. By so doing, the women 
sought to assert SE’s right to be seen and understood as skilled and 
professional work, undertaken by trained and experienced practitioners, and as 
such worthy of competitive rates within the open market. Furthermore, they 
sought to assert the non-exploitative (fair) nature of SE more generally, and to 
thereby achieve ‘buy-in’ from customers on the basis that a fair price would 
translate not into personal wealth accumulation for the SE owner/manager, but 
rather into decent, liveable, and respectful (fair) pay and conditions for all staff 
involved, in addition to the support of social/environmental output. In this way, 
SE was presented as being a new, ‘fair’ way of doing business – fair to staff, fair 
to customers, and fair to society.  
Interestingly, the conceptual association between SE and the notion of ‘fairness’ 
was central to governmental rhetoric from the policy-driven inception of SE 
during the Labour incumbency (1997-2010), during which the government 
sought through SE to combine “[b]usiness dynamism and success with fairness 
and social justice” (CO, 2006: Foreword by the Chancellor of the Exchequer)  
The ConDem coalition government (2010-2015) asserted that “[f]airness is one 
of the fundamental values of the Coalition Government” (Deputy Prime Minister 
Nick Clegg, cited in NEF, 2011: 45), and created a vision for SE that was linked 
to both the delivery of public services, and the ‘renewal’ of deprived 
communities (Conservatives, 2010b), and premised upon a belief that “[o]nly 
when people and communities are given more power and take more 
responsibility can we achieve fairness and opportunity for all” (ConDem, 2010: 
1). 
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However, in spite of the rhetorical and political connections made between 
fairness and SE, fairness was clearly associated with social justice – a fairer 
society – and the achievement of a double/triple bottom line, rather than with a 
more integrated sense of fairness as a fundamental feature of SE. Thus, it was 
notably absent from the DTI (2002) definition of SE, and its conceptualisation 
within governmental rhetoric failed to extend to the ways in which the women 
conceived of fairness i.e. in terms of the additional areas of pricing (fairness to 
customers), and staff pay and conditions (fairness to staff), a point reflected in 
the ResPublica (2013: 35) publication on mutual forms of SE, which asserted 
the need for  “ensuring justice and fairness for all those involved in the [social] 
enterprise, and affected by what it does”. 
These incorporations of ‘fairness’ into organisational behaviours at all levels 
were similarly absent from the DTI (2002) definition of SE, but the link between 
‘fairness’ (social justice) and workplace environments was noted within the 
academic literature with Tracey (2011: 130) for example, noting that:   
“fundamentally, fairness and equality of opportunity cannot be achieved without 
workplaces implementing practices which promote these ideals; ultimately it is 
through employment that social mobility takes place” (Tracey, 2011: 130). 
The notion of ‘fairness’ then emerged as a metaphor for the moral and values-
driven managerial attitudes and organisational practices so highly valued by the 
women SEurs, and enacted as ethical profit maximisation through their SEs, the 
absence of which element from the DTI (2002) definition was commented upon 
by Claudette who mused that “there is something that isn’t written down 
anywhere [in an official definition], and that’s about the mindset…” 
The ‘fair’ role modelling behaviours of the human development SEurs is shown 
in Figure 9.2 on the following page: 
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Figure 9.2: Fairness, role modelling, and ethical profit maximisation: human development 
SEurs 
The (solid, two-way) role modelling arrow that moves from ‘social enterprise’ to 
‘social activism’ represents the internal role modelling behaviours enacted by 
the women with regard to their SE’s clients and staff, as the core role and 
function of SEship enacted through SE. The dotted arrow that moves from the 
‘social enterprise’ section into the ‘business experience’ section represents the 
important, but somewhat secondary external role modelling activities engaged 
in by the women relating to their willingness to engage in public speaking 
activities to raise awareness, and improve public understanding of SE, 
alongside their desire to role model the intrinsically ethical nature of the SE 
model as a workable and viable business proposition to non-sector audiences. 
Like the human development SEurs, the more mainstream business-like SEurs 
also saw themselves as role models for ‘fairness’, and similarly enacted the 
values that they wished to see internalised by others. As such, whilst the role 
modelling behaviours were comparable to those expressed by the human 
development SEurs, the specific focus was reversed, such that the internal role 
modelling activities were largely achieved through functional organisational 
policies (e.g. the payment of living wages to all staff etc.) and through recruiting 
like-minded people whose intrinsic values would reflect those of the SE 
organisation, whilst the external role modelling behaviours that sought to prove 
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the legitimacy of SE to an ignorant and slightly hostile mainstream business 
environment was the main focus of the women’s role modelling efforts as shown 
in Figure 9.3 below: 
 
Figure 9.3: Fairness, role modelling, and ethical profit maximisation: ‘more mainstream’ 
SEurs 
In this way, the core role modelling component – enacted as role modelling 
behaviours – for each of the two types of SE organisation was represented as 
the solid role modelling arrow, whilst the secondary role modelling component – 
enacted as role modelling activities – was represented as the dashed arrow. 
9.3 SEurial identity: influencing factors and manifestations 
Chapter eight explored the women SEurs’ SEurial identities with specific 
reference to what factors were influential in their development, and how the 
women perceived themselves to enact that aspect of their wider identity within 
their day-to-day lives. 
9.3.1 Life experience and SEurial identity formation 
The most significant factor described by the women SEurs with regard to the 
emergence of a SEurial (as opposed to mainstream entrepreneurial) identity, 
was that of life experience. The influence of life experience appeared to 
manifest in two separate but linked ways, with the women describing being 
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‘politicised’ as children – through being exposed to politicised adults, coming to 
understand the inequalities prevalent in society, developing attendant morality 
and values, and believing that social/environmental injustice could be 
challenged and resolved – and as adults, using their ‘sensitivity’ to 
social/environmental injustices to recognise opportunities to effect change. 
As discussed previously, the notion of opportunity recognition for SEurs 
consisted of two components– the social/environmental, and the entrepreneurial 
– as reflected in SE’s double bottom line. The fact that less than a third of the 
women SEurs interviewed had prior business experience (n = 8 of the 30) 
suggested that SEurial opportunity recognition was heavily associated with 
social/environmental injustice, made visible by the morality and values 
developed by the women as a result of their life experiences.  
This contention was supported by data drawn from the women SEurs’ 
interviews, who regularly described identifying a social need prior to creating a 
business to provide financial (and other resources) in support of its resolution, 
and appearing to believe that SE was an almost ‘inevitable’ or ‘logical’ outcome 
of their life experiences.  
Indeed, UnLtd (2012: 4) not that “social entrepreneurial activities…are wide 
ranging, and are strongly linked to each individual’s background and life 
experience”, which perspective was echoed by Steinerowski et al (2010). 
However, the lack of theorising of the connections between life experience and 
values as motivating factors for SEship meant that these emergent connections 
represented a gap in the nascent SE and SEship literature, a contention 
supported by Corner and Ho (2010).  
9.3.2 Life experience, morality/values and meaningful work 
The ways in which the women’s life experiences and personal moralities and 
values came together to influence their SEurial identities and subsequent 
activities were manifold, and included a rejection of male-defined notions of 
‘meaningful’ work and ‘success’. The women SEurs almost invariably described 
the satisfaction that they derived from creating, within their SEs, an enabling 
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and supportive environment within which people could improve their own lives 
on their own terms, out-rightly rejecting the notion of personal financial gain.  
Thus, whereas male-defined notions of entrepreneurial success tended to be 
based on masculine traits (Polack et al, 2012), “mimic[king] the masculine work 
model” (Mirchandani, 1999: 227), and correlated with the acquisition of money, 
power, and attendant social prestige (Smith and Anderson, 2003), the women 
SEurs interviewed tended to stress the importance of the positive outcomes 
associated with the human development aspect of their work. 
This type of approach to SE was noted by Muñoz (2009: 7) who, whilst 
acknowledging the revenue-generating activities undertaken by SEs, 
nevertheless theorised “social enterprises as spaces of empowerment and 
wellbeing”. Furthermore, the types of skills and competencies required to create 
and sustain the trust-based relationships that the women SEurs spoke of 
valuing so highly, were very similar to the managerial “traits (such as 
relationship-oriented, nurturing, and caring) regarded by experts to be important 
for entrepreneurial success [which are considered to be]…stereotypically 
feminine” (Gupta et al, 2009: 410). 
The association between feminine stereotypes and person-centred managerial 
traits has emerged as a result of the extension of essentialist stereotypes of 
women’s ‘natural’ propensities – for caring and nurturing tasks within the 
domestic sphere – from the domestic sphere into the workplace environment 
(Bellamy and Rake, 2005; Buttner, 2001; Hughes and Jennings, 2012; Levie 
and Hart, 2011). However, the transference of such stereotypically ‘women’s’ 
work to the marketplace has brought with it an association with often denigrated 
‘soft’ skills (Doherty and Manfredi, 2006; Shaw, 2010), which are in turn socially 
and economically devalued through their association with both the ‘feminine’ , 
and with women. 
Thus, in spite of the empirically-based acknowledgment of the organisational 
benefits of the utilisation of so-called ‘soft skills’ within business management 
(Alimo-Metcalfe and Alban-Metcalfe, 2005; Eagly et al, 2003; Heilman, 2012), 
the association of such person-based, interactional skills with the feminine 
(Mavin et al, 2004; Tyler, 2005; Weyer, 2007), and the feminine association with 
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socially devalued and unpaid domestic labour and caring roles, means that the 
traditionally ‘masculine’ leadership style known as ‘transactional leadership’ 
(Bass, 1990) is still the preferred modus operandi.   
This ‘masculine’ approach encourages a style of leadership premised upon 
“getting things done by making, and fulfilling, promises of recognition, pay 
increases, and advancement for employees who perform well…[whilst b]y 
contrast, employees who do not do good work are penalized” (ibid.: 20), and 
assumes that male-defined (and culturally valued) success measures – money, 
power, and social prestige – are the most meaningful motivating factors shaping 
experiences of workers in the public (non-domestic) sphere.  
By contrast, the transformational leadership style, which brings the person-
centred skills that women largely acquire through gender socialisation (Linehan 
and Scullion, 2008), which “view suggests that observed gender differences 
represent real psychological differences in the motivation to work that arise out 
of the different socialisation processes of men and women” (Shaw and Cassell, 
2007: 499), is based on a style wherein: 
“[t]ransformational leaders establish themselves as role models by gaining 
followers’ trust and confidence…[s]uch leaders mentor and empower followers, 
encouraging them to develop their full potential and thus to contribute more 
effectively to their organizations (Eagly and Carli, 2007: 67). 
Interestingly, if the phrase ‘their organizations’ in the above quote is replaced 
with the word ‘society’, the notion (and benefits) of transformational leadership 
are immediately applicable to the approaches utilised by the women SEurs, and 
enacted through their SEs. Thus it would appear that the moral values held by 
the women conspired with their gendered socialisation to create not a 
specifically ‘feminine’ approach to socially/environmentally focussed business 
(SE), but more a ‘best practice’ approach that applied the same value-creating 
approaches not only to the leadership aspect of SE (treatment of staff and 
creation of organisational behaviours), but also to the production of 
social/environmental output (treatment of clients/other stakeholders), and within 
society more broadly (through their personal and organisational role-modelling 
behaviours).  
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The connection between transformational leadership styles and its ability to 
appeal to others’ values/morality was noted by Dunn (2007: 470), who stated 
that “transformational leadership appealed to the moral values of followers in an 
attempt to raise their level of consciousness about ethical issues”, which itself 
appears to describe the attitudes expressed by the women SEurs in terms of 
their overall approach to, and relationship with, SEship. 
What the nexus of life experience, values/morality, and SEship appeared to 
show therefore was that the women SEurs’ human development-based work 
was socially devalued through its cognitive and discursive association with the 
feminine, and thus with the gendered division of caring work (read: women’s 
work), whilst simultaneously appearing to represent the enactment of 
empirically proven effective leadership styles within multiple, simultaneous 
contexts. 
Thus, the focus on ‘meaningful’ work as a reflection of the women SEurs’ values 
and morality enacted through SEship, appeared to be gendered towards the 
feminine both as a concept – rejecting the masculine focus on profit 
maximisation, personal wealth accumulation, attainment of power and prestige, 
and the pursuit of a highly individualistic career path – as well as in the type of 
work undertaken – the (generally) human development work associated with the 
transposition of women’s unpaid domestic labour into the marketplace – such 
that these findings provided an additional potential explanation for the general 
public’s association of SE with ‘free’ (voluntary/unpaid) service provision as 
discussed previously. 
The women’s SEurial work was therefore clearly subject to gendered 
stereotyping based both on what it was/what it appeared to be i.e. work with a 
focus on the personal development of marginalised/vulnerable individuals and 
communities, as well as what it was not i.e. a (culturally lauded, normative) 
typically masculine model of business and business management/leadership. 
This in turn provided explanatory power for the contention made by many of the 
women of not being taken seriously as business owner/managers, which 
gendered barrier to business ownership has been widely documented in the 
feminist entrepreneurship literature as discussed in the literature review. 
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Within the context of SEship, the ‘meaningful’ work described by the women as 
being central to their motivation towards SEship could also be seen to be 
gendered not because of its inherently ‘feminine’ (read: human development 
focussed) nature, but rather because of its rejection of masculine paradigms of 
success and meaningful/valuable labour. Thus, by occupying a position of ‘not-
masculine’, the women’s SEurial attitudes, actions, and behaviours were 
assessed to be ‘feminine’ within the dichotomous, male-as-norm gender binary 
and consequently socially, culturally, and economically devalued. 
9.3.3 Lack of focus on monetary gain 
The women SEurs were unanimous in their assertion that engagement with SE 
should not be motivated by, or even linked to, personal wealth accumulation. 
This topic appeared to find its meaning in the rejection of traditional 
‘malestream’ forms of business activity, premised upon business models 
designed to ensure profit maximisation as a fundamental modus operandi.  
The rejection of traditional profit maximisation strategies, such as paying 
workers along the supply chain below living wages, offering casual contracts 
with no associated benefits (such as paid leave, sick pay, pensions etc.), 
charging excessive prices for goods/services etc., meant that the cost of 
running an SE was usually higher than running a similar business that did not 
work to the additional social/environmental bottom line (BoE, 2003; nef, 2005). 
Whilst higher costs undoubtedly correlate with lower profit margins, and 
therefore less money available to owners/shareholders to extract, the women’s 
insistence on the lack of importance placed on personal monetary gain through 
SEship meant that the perceived personal ‘cost’ to the women (as business 
owners) of the ethical business practices of their SEs was similarly minimal. 
Indeed, the personal ‘cost’ of SEship as enacted ‘ethical profit maximisation’ 
appeared to be off-set by the satisfaction that the women derived from providing 
the frameworks within which their client group could be supported to achieve 
their potential at a pace, and in a way, that was self-driven and therefore 
personally sustainable.  
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The issue of ‘meaningfulness’ within SE work that the women described both 
seeking and experiencing, was highlighted by Dey and Steyaert (2012: 96), who 
noted, rather sceptically, that SEurial autobiographical narratives often present 
a: 
“standard of meaningful work based on self-sacrifice […] propagating the idea that 
the sense of satisfaction and meaningfulness one gains from working in the non-
profit sector will (or indeed must) compensate for the social and personal costs 
related to this kind of work”.    
The sense of self-sacrifice mentioned above certainly appeared to echo the 
ways in which the women SEurs described the economic and personal 
privations that they, apparently willingly, endured or embraced in order to 
pursue a SEurial career. Similarly, the women were quite free in their 
acknowledgment of the gendered perception and nature of their SEurial work, 
and indeed of their own attraction to it.  
However, what was noticeable from the women’s comments on the issue of the 
gendered nature of their work, and indeed their attraction to it initially, was the 
lack of value judgement with which they regarded gender in the context of 
SEship. They therefore did not appear to consider ‘feminine’ gendered work to 
be intrinsically better or worse than any other type of work, nor did they seem to 
believe that feminine gendered work was best performed by women. Instead, 
they concentrated their energies on developing systems and processes that 
enabled them to enact their values-driven politics through their SEs, using their 
professional and interpersonal skills and competencies in combination in pursuit 
of their ideals of social/environmental justice.  
Thus, whilst acknowledging the gendered aspects of SEship, the women 
refused to buy-into an us/them gender dichotomy, thereby asserting the value of 
their work as equal to mainstream (malestream) business initiatives, whilst 
simultaneously and deliberately enacting counter-normative 
business/organisational ideals and behaviours. By refusing to dwell on the issue 
of the feminine, and instead emphasising the ways in which SE represented an 
amalgamation of, what Jasmine referred to as, the “best bits” of capitalism, the 
women created coherence between their conceptualisation of SE and SEship 
as a ‘better’, in the sense of being more ethical, version of traditional business, 
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and their educative and role-modelling efforts within the wider community as a 
form of social change.  The women’s contentions almost entirely echoed 
Spreckley’s (2011) findings. 
This gender-neutral focus on the benefits of SEship enacted through SE 
allowed the women to move their conceptualisations of SE and SEship beyond 
the constraints of gender and its attendant dichotomous stereotypes, and to 
open-up the possibility of large-scale social change for every business, and for 
everyone involved in business, regardless of gender identity.  
By so doing, the women acknowledged themselves as gendered actors, 
accepting the influences of gender as a pervasive social system on their 
choices and the life-long development of their skill-sets, whilst simultaneously 
rendering themselves ‘genderless’ as SEurs (SE owners) and thereby denying 
the punitive imposition of gender on their SEurial identities and their SEurial 
work (Lewis, 2006). In this way, they attempted to neutralise the disabling effect 
of gender on themselves as SEurs – i.e. as women SEurs in the workplace – 
and to focus attention on what they considered to be the important factor in their 
work; the values-based motivations and behaviours, and not their femininity.  
The gendered nature of SEship and the ways in which the politics of gender 
emerge within it is an area of research that is largely absent from the nascent 
literature, and deserving of more attention. If, as is contended above, the 
women SEurs’ were unconsciously applying the principles of transformational 
leadership to not only their SE organisations, but also to their 
social/environmental output, and their community-based educative work, then 
its further exploration and theorising would logically appear to be a foregone 
conclusion. Furthermore if, as it seems, gender norms and stereotypes continue 
to have a constraining effect on the establishment of SE as an “integral and 
dynamic part” (DTI, 2002: 6) of the economy, then efforts to both understand 
and address these disabling, socially constructed barriers would seem a natural 
first step. 
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9.4 A discussion of the emergent findings in relation to key literature 
The emergent findings from this exploratory study reflected findings already 
established within the nascent SE and SEship literature, whilst also providing 
new insights into the phenomenon. 
This section explores the findings in relation to the three areas of 
entrepreneurship literature included in the literature review, which were feminist 
entrepreneurship literature, the mainstream entrepreneurship literature, and the 
critical SE/SEship literature. The purpose of this section is to demonstrate the 
relevance of the emergent findings from this study to some of the key texts –
specifically Ahl (2006) from the feminist entrepreneurship literature, Levie and 
Hart (2011) from the mainstream entrepreneurship literature, and Dey and 
Steyaert (2010) from the critical SE/SEship literature – in order to situate them 
within the context of current debates and theoretical insights within 
entrepreneurship research. 
Ahl’s (2006) paper ‘Why research on women entrepreneurs needs new 
directions’ brought together feminist theory and discourse analysis in order to 
provide insight into the power effects of what she termed “discursive practices” 
(ibid.: 597), which “shape the discourse on women’s entrepreneurship” (ibid.: 
596) and ultimately serve to continuously reproduce women’s subordinate 
status. 
Whilst all of the ten discursive practices identified by Ahl (2006) – the 
entrepreneur as male gendered; entrepreneurship as an instrument for 
economic growth; men and women as essentially different; the division between 
work and family; individualism; theories favouring individual explanations; 
research methods that look for mean differences; an objectivist ontology; 
institutional support for entrepreneurship research; and writing and publishing 
practices – have clear relevance to the development of entrepreneurship theory 
and attendant policy, the discursive practices most applicable to the findings of 
this study are outlined below: 
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9.4.1 ‘The entrepreneur as male gendered’   
The women’s discussions of the struggles that they had to attain and assert 
their legitimacy as SEurs largely reflected Ahl’s (2006) contentions relating to 
the effect on women of entrepreneurship being gendered to an invisible 
masculine norm.  
As a result of subjecting some of the ‘foundational texts’ in entrepreneurship to 
feminist critical discourse analysis, Ahl revealed the construction of the 
entrepreneur as not only male gendered, but more specifically as “an unusual 
and extraordinary figure with levels of achievement orientation, optimism, self-
efficacy, internal locus of control, cognitive skills, and tolerance for ambiguity 
above the ordinary” (ibid.: 599). Indeed, not only was the entrepreneur 
presented as a male gendered heroic figure, he was also described in highly 
gendered terms, using adjectives that connoted the male to the almost entire 
exclusion of the female. 
This finding is echoed in many other gender-critical entrepreneurship papers, 
which have similarly critiqued the effects on (particularly) women of the 
construction of the entrepreneur as a heroic male figure (Bruni et al, 2004, 
2004a; Lewis, 2006; Ogbor, 2000), which construction has been found to 
reduce the legitimacy and credibility of women entrepreneurs (Baughn et al, 
2006; Langowitz and Minniti, 2007; Nelson et al, 2003),and to lower the level of 
normative support that they receive in attempting to both engage in 
entrepreneurial activities and run businesses (Brush et al 2009; Welter et al 
2006).  
Additionally, the masculine work model, which imposes an artificial disconnect 
between the private and public spheres (Bruni et al, 2004a; Marlow, 2002; 
Marlow et al, 2011; Mirchandani, 1999), means that women’s continued 
gendered responsibility for domestic chores and caring tasks have the effect of 
reducing the hours that they have available for labour market participation 
compared to men (Matthews et al, 2012; Pardo-del-Val and Ribeiro-Soriano, 
2007), which subsequently reduces their perceived organisational commitment 
based on: 
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“discourses about women that, in turn, reproduce their subordination in 
organizational hierarchies: that is, that women have a lower commitment to paid 
work and are generally more interested in domestic life” (Dick and Hyde, 2006: 
549). 
These issues were emerged from the data derived from the interviews with the 
women SEurs, wherein discussions around both personal professional and 
organisational legitimacy were central to many of them. Indeed, the women 
reported experiencing ongoing and unresolved problems relating to their clients’ 
and other stakeholders’ view of their (lack of) personal professional legitimacy, 
based on the physical manifestation of their gender identity i.e. their 
presentation as business owners with female-sexed bodies (Nadesan and 
Tretheway, 2000; Pringle, 2008), and the type of ‘social’ work that they (largely) 
engaged through their SEs. 
The devaluation of the professional identities that the women SEurs reported 
experiencing was almost certainly linked, in part at least, to cultural discourses 
within which:  
“women entrepreneurs are represented as located in ghettos within 
entrepreneurship, notably in more backward sectors where skills are an extension 
of what has been naturally learnt through gender socialization; sectors that are 
easier to enter and which therefore have little value” (Bruni et al, 2004a: 260). 
Bruni et al (2004a: 261) made further connections between the devaluation of 
‘women’s work’ in the private sphere, its consequent devaluation in the public 
sphere, and its gendered association with women, stating quite unambiguously 
that “female entrepreneurship is connoted with the devaluation implicitly 
associated with the ‘female’ gender”. As suggested in the discussion above, 
and borne out in the experiences described by many of the women SEurs, 
being a woman entrepreneur (SE business owner) created barriers to the 
acquisition of social legitimacy through entrepreneurship’s construction as a 
masculine pursuit as noted by Nelson et al (2009: 61) 
“[f]or business leaders generally, the images, symbols and ideologies are typically 
presented as gender neutral, though in fact they usually align with idealized images 
of masculinity – aggressive, goal oriented, and competitive”. 
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Similarly, being a female entrepreneur brought with it all the ‘implicit 
devaluation’ associated with femaleness as the diametric opposite to the 
socially and culturally lauded masculine norm, whilst engaging in socially-
minded (human development) entrepreneurial activities extended negative 
gendered stereotypes relating to both womanhood and femaleness from the 
private sphere into the public sphere, to form the triple nexus of subordination 
experienced by the women SEurs.  
This triple nexus was manifest in the women’s descriptions of the difficulties 
they routinely faced in being understood as profit-seeking business women, 
rather than as (mostly) middle class charitable volunteers. The activation of 
gendered stereotypes across a variety of domains meant that the women 
reported feeling under constant pressure to explain and justify not only 
themselves as professional people, but also their SE organisations in the face 
of widespread public ignorance of SE as a ‘hybrid’ business model. 
A significant part of the barriers created at the triple nexus of subordination for 
women SEurs related to the fallacy of the gender neutrality of businessesAhl 
(2006). As a two-way constraining influence – for both women and men – which 
limited the gender-permissible sectors within which women and men could 
work, as well as linking workers within a particular industry with gender-
normative identities, it provided a further plausible explanation for the activation 
of the erroneous gendered stereotypes experienced by the women:  
“businesses are not gender neutral. Certain types of businesses are more readily 
available to a woman than are others. Some are compatible with an identity as 
‘woman’ while others are not. The reverse is, of course, also applicable. A man 
who starts a beauty parlour should, in my country, consider this very carefully if he 
wants to project a heterosexual, unambiguous ‘he-man’ image” (Ahl, 2006: 612).  
Thus, whilst the human development work undertaken by the majority of the 
women SEurs was clearly ‘compatible with an identity as woman’ extending, as 
it did, the notion of domestic caring roles into the public sphere, discursively 
manifested in what Humbert (2012: 10) described as the role of “mothers of the 
community”, the close cultural association of this type of work with philanthropy, 
charity, and voluntarism, as well as with white, middle class femininity created a 
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further barrier to the attainment of entrepreneurial legitimacy, as the 
owner/managers of profit-seeking businesses.   
Thus, as discussed in the literature review and expanded upon above, whilst 
such gendered connections have been extensively explored and reported in the 
feminist critical entrepreneurship literature, the SE/SEship literature has yet to 
demonstrate a research focus on, let alone provide empirical evidence of, the 
gendered professional and organisational legitimacy threats that women SEurs 
face.   
9.4.2 ‘The entrepreneur as male-gendered’ and ‘Men and women as 
essentially different’ 
“The assumption of essential gender differences is a strong discursive practice. It 
affects research questions, hypotheses, methods, and interpretations of results. It 
may even lead to questionable research results. Not only researchers but also men 
and women entrepreneurs usually subscribe to the idea of men and women as 
being different.” (Ahl, 2006: 604) 
As discussed in the literature review, essentialist conceptualisations of women 
and men have long been critiqued in the feminist critical entrepreneurship 
literature for their tendency, amongst other things, to encourage sex difference 
studies which specifically seek out differences (rather than similarities), to 
reproduce women’s subordination by presenting her as ‘lacking’ (invisible) 
normative masculine traits, skills, and competencies, to propose that the 
remedy for women’s ‘lack’ lies in the replication of normative entrepreneurial 
masculinity, and to render invisible gender as a system of marginalisation, 
subordination, and oppression: 
“[t]he result [of which] is that women’s subordination to men is not discussed. 
Making gender power structures invisible serves to exclude any discussion of how 
the social world is arranged and the possibility of structural changes. Shortcomings 
are attributed to individual women and not to social arrangements” (Ahl, 2006: 
606). 
Arguably the most pernicious effect of the gender-based difference dichotomy is 
the invisibility of normative masculinity, divergence from which - either 
deliberate or culturally enforced - is proffered as proof of women’s difference, 
and attendant lack in the form of their ‘othering’ to the masculine norm (Lewis, 
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2006). Women’s inability to protect themselves from the (usually negative) 
process of othering when engaging in traditionally masculine pursuits e.g. 
entrepreneurship, and business management, creates barriers to their 
attainment of legitimacy within such arenas ((Baughn et al, 2006; Langowitz and 
Minniti, 2007; Nelson et al, 2003), which situation was aptly described by the 
women SEurial participants in this study. 
An additional barrier to legitimacy experienced by the women SEurs reflected 
the flip-side of the gender-based difference dichotomy, which saw the automatic 
mapping of feminity onto the social element of social entrepreneurship. The 
association of women (not men) with caring work, and caring work with social 
enterprise resulted in women being cast not simply as ‘other’ within the (social) 
entrepreneurial domain, but rather as (m)‘other’. 
9.4.3 ‘Entrepreneurship as an instrument for economic growth’ 
“entrepreneurship…is characterised by words such as innovation, change, risk 
taking, opportunity recognition, driving force, and economic growth. It is 
constructed as something positive, leading to improvement. It fits nicely into the 
grand narrative of modernity in which development not only implies change but 
also implies progress, which is both valued and expected… It tends to make 
research on women entrepreneurs focus on performance and growth issues while 
ignoring issues such as gender equality and gender/power relations.” (Ahl, 2006: 
601-602) 
The issue of the conceptualisation of entrepreneurship as a primarily economic 
activity was evident in the political discursive and rhetorical construction of SE 
which was positioned as ‘first and foremost a business’ (DTI, 2002). Indeed the 
focus of the Labour government’s SE strategy centred on three outcomes, the 
first of which was the creation of an ‘enabling environment’ (DTI, 2003: 6) for 
the growth of the SE sector, and the second, the development of SEs into 
‘better businesses’ (ibid.: 6), which demonstrated the direct transposal of 
mainstream conceptions relating to entrepreneurship into the SE domain. 
Words and phrases such as innovation, dynamic, effective, energetic, driven, 
highly responsive, entrepreneurial drive, bigger and stronger, higher quality, 
lower cost etc. became rhetorical watchwords for SE and SEship, as politicians 
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sought to achieve their third SE strategy outcome: to ‘establish the value of 
social enterprise’ (ibid.:6).  
The political desire to co-opt the legitimacy of mainstream entrepreneurship in 
support of the SE development policy agenda meant that not only was the 
hybridity, complexity and diversity of the SE sector rendered invisible by 
business and management discourses, but the conceptual simplicity of the 
transposal of business and management rhetoric to SE meant that the 
contradictions and tensions around the concept were also minimised to the 
point of (seeming) irrelevance. This approach enabled policy-makers to present 
SE to potential stakeholder audiences (Local Authority commissioners etc.) in a 
very accessible and immediately recognisable way – SEs were simply 
businesses that additionally delivered social and/or environmental benefits. 
The concept ‘growth’ in relation to SE was also a key concept, relating to all 
three aspects of the stated SE strategy policy outcomes. First, the growth of 
local and national infrastructure to support the anticipated burgeoning of the SE 
sector, then growth in the numbers of SEs trading, and finally growth in the 
simultaneously social and economic outputs of SEs as they became ‘better 
(read: growth oriented) businesses’.  
However, the rational economic approach to growth was not easily transferable 
to the SE sector as profit margins, where they existed at all, often tended to be 
slim, income was often derived from a combination of trade and donations, and 
social impact measurement was almost impossible to reduce to mere facts and 
figures (Murphy and Coombes, 2009; Westall, 2009). Furthermore, the 
processional nature of the type of human development work that many SEs 
engaged in – rehabilitation of prisoners, work integration, assisting socially and 
economically marginalised groups etc. – meant that there could be expected to 
be a time lag between the start of an intervention process and the achievement 
of a ‘measureable’ outcome (Ruebottom, 2011), however those terms might be 
defined.  
The focus on growth as a central conceptual component of the political 
construction of SE and SEship in the UK also had potential implications for 
practitioners, as legitimacy would only be conferred on those SE organisations 
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that conformed to normative models of ‘successful’ (read: growth oriented) SE 
(Peattie and Morley, 2008), increasing isomorphic pressure on individual SEs 
within the sector to conform to the transposed, celebrated and validated “private 
sector practices” lauded within success models of SE (Bull, 2006: 10; Spear 
and Bidet, 2005).  
Bearing in mind that models of entrepreneurial success have derived from 
studies of men’s (as opposed to women’s) entrepreneurship (Bird and Brush, 
2002; de Bruin et al, 2007; Mirchandani, 1999), and that such men’s 
‘successes’ are often founded upon the invisible support function fulfilled by his 
wife (Marlow, 2002), the unquestioned imposition of normative models of 
success that take “men’s labour as the general standard for understanding 
women’s work” (Kobayashi et al, 1994: xv) could be expected to have 
significant gendered implications for women SEurs.  
Ahl (2006: 605) acknowledged that the gendered expectation for women to take 
on the “double responsibilities [of] - work and family - means that she cannot 
compete on equal terms with a man”. Added to this, is that fact that women 
entrepreneurs have been shown to prefer to grow their businesses more slowly, 
steadily, and sustainably (Carter et al, 2001; Fleck et al, 2011) than men, 
tending to eschew the high-risk, ‘heroic masculinity’ of normative models of 
growth-oriented entrepreneurship (Cliff, 1998; Greene et al, 2003), which 
‘aberrent’ behaviour has long resulted in women’s businesses being deemed to 
‘underperform’ compared to men’s. 
However, the fact remains that it is only the assumption that masculine 
normative models of success represent best practice that creates a situation 
within which alternative, non-normative (read: not male) models are denigrated. 
Thus, the implications of the transposal of mainstream entrepreneurial 
conceptualisations, theories, and models are that it risks producing significant 
negative consequences for practitioners across a range of contexts.  
Indeed, the imposition of normative mainstream notions of success (as 
prerequisites to growth) assumes a certain level of economic rationality within 
SEship that critical scholars have shown to be often absent (Ridley-Duff, 2008; 
Steinerowski et al, 2010), as well as rendering the centrality of the values-driven 
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(as opposed to financial and power-driven) motivations of SEurs irrelevant, 
which would in turn have significant impacts upon both conceptualisations and 
measurements of ‘success’.    
For women SEurs specifically, the above-mentioned barriers created are 
experienced in addition to those caused by the normative masculinity of 
entrepreneurship, and gendered stereotypes pertaining to both women and 
men, to include the possible dismissal of novel forms of (social) entrepreneurial 
best practice premised upon the enactment of morality and values due to its 
non-normative (i.e. non-male) presentation, and its subsequent association with 
the (non-male) feminine.   
As a nascent area of study, SE and SEship runs the risk of not only replicating 
the same gender-blind, masculinised theory development seen in mainstream 
entrepreneurship, but also of failing to recognise and celebrate possible 
examples of best practice in socially-minded businesses through dint of the 
innate sexism associated with women as a subordinated group, and their 
association with SE and SEship. 
9.4.4 Politics and the discursive and narrative construction of SEship 
“if we want to understand…the political unconscious contained in social 
entrepreneurship stories, we have to accept that narrations, including its academic 
subset, have far-reaching consequences, not least because they imply a certain 
priority setting and narrative closure” (Dey and Steyaert, 2010: 87). 
Echoing the theme of Ahl’s (2006) paper, Dey and Steyaert (2010) contend that 
the discursive and narrative construction of a concept (in this case SEship) is a 
fundamentally political act that establishes delimiting parameters of 
understanding around a particular phenomenon. As such, ‘the political 
unconscious in social entrepreneurship stories’ refers to the underlying 
rationalities of such stories, and the assumptions and discursive domains that 
they utilise in support of their ‘priority setting and narrative closure’. 
As demonstrated earlier in the chapter, the political construction of SE and 
SEship by the Labour government was shaped by a policy agenda that sought 
to bring the rationality of the market to bear on entrenched social problems, 
within the context of a neo-liberal approach to social democracy. Thus, whereas 
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the SE support organisations produced documentation aimed at potential SEurs 
that reflected a gendered understading of SEship as being attractive to women 
as a result of its social component, the documentation produced by 
government, and targeted at an audience of (male) potential stakeholders and 
collaborators, exhibited the masculinised language and discourse of business 
and management. 
9.4.5 Individualism and the heroic social entrepreneur 
Whilst Dey and Steyaert (2010) did not apply a gender lens to their work, the 
contentions that they made in relation to discursive control in terms of power 
were almost identical to those made by Ahl (2006). The heroic masculinity of 
entrepreneurship that Ahl (2006) and other feminist scholars had critiqued was 
also problematised by Dey and Steyaert (2010: 89), who noted that: 
“the grand narrative of social entrepreneurship often relies on an individualized 
notion of social transformation…[but] individualism is an elitist repertoire that 
emphasizes that “not everyone is cut out to be an entrepreneur” (Roling, 2002: 
301) and that entrepreneurial success depends on certain capabilities. In turn, 
those pre-eminent entrepreneurial capabilities are deemed to be both appealing 
and indispensable. When social entrepreneurship is visualised as an attractive 
opportunity for the individual, entrepreneurial characteristics such as commitment 
and determination, leadership, opportunity obsession, tolerance of risk, and self-
reliance gain in value and appeal” (Dey and Steyaert, 2010: 89). 
Thus managerialist discourses encompassed by the ‘grand narrative’ of SEship 
served both to render invisible (and thus illegitimate) more communal 
approaches to SEship – a notion reflected by the women SEurs in their 
descriptions of the ‘family-like’ community environments created within their 
SEs –  and focussed on the particular (rare) skills and competencies of the 
individual, leader-figure.  
However, whilst the women SEurs interviewed for the study often asserted that 
their SEs were fundamental reflections of ‘themselves’ (their values, beliefs, and 
life experiences), they did not conceive of themselves as powerful, top-down 
leaders in the sense of the heroic masculine entrepreneur (Nicholls and Cho, 
2006). Furthermore, whilst they clearly described many of the ‘entrepreneurial 
characteristics’ noted above for example, an almost unwavering commitment to 
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SE/SEship, the determination to succeed in the face of adversity, the leadership 
skills to inspire confidence in themselves and others, the constant search for 
new opportunities to improve or diversify their SEs etc., they did not consider 
such attributes to be out-of-the-ordinary (rare), or their work to be necessarily 
innovative and ‘heroic’. 
Instead, they contended that the skills that they were able to bring to SEship 
derived from their working lives, whilst the values and so-called ‘soft skills’ that 
gave shape to their SEs emerged as a result of their personal experiences. The 
entire (social) entrepreneurial journey was therefore conceived of in a totally 
different way, with connection to others (and/or the planet) being the catalyst for 
the application of specific managerial skills to the solving of a social or 
environmental problem. Thus, in a similar way to that described by Ahl (2006), 
Dey and Steyaert (2010) also felt that the rationalist, individualist, and 
(masculine) managerial discourses used to politically delineate SE and SEship, 
actually served to diminish the rich and complex reality of a phenomenon 
premised on a fundamentally different value-system than that of mainstream 
(malestream) enterprise. 
9.4.6 Economic rationalism as the ‘saviour’ of the third sector   
“Rationalism inter alia implies that by applying best-management approaches to 
social issues one can remove uncertainties and make chaotic and complex affairs 
of (social) life appear well-ordered and manageable. In this way, the grand 
narrative hawks the promise that following the right code makes it possible to 
overcome the flabbiness and amateurishness casually attributed to the third sector 
so as to reach a higher social order” (Dey and Steyaert, 2010: 89) 
The ‘flabbiness and amateurishness’ attributed to third sector organisations was 
a problem that the women SEurs identified as creating both organisational and 
professional legitimacy threats, and which they sought to counter through the 
forefronting of legitimating business discourses. By so doing, the women 
demonstrated a (perhaps subconscious) acknowledgement of the discursive 
power associated with such discourses, made dominant by ‘key paradigm-
building actors’ (Nicholls, 2010) in support of their own political agendas. 
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This in turn showed the isomorphic pressures that such discourses brought to 
bear on SEurs and their SEs in order to achieve social legitimacy, the burden of 
which was considerably heavier for women SEurs who were additionally forced 
to confront gendered assumptions about themselves both as women, and as 
(social) entrepreneurs. 
Thus, as discussed earlier in the chapter, the political insistence on the 
conceptualisation of SE as ‘first and foremost a business’ (DTI, 2002), 
alongside the application of its attendant legitimising managerial discourses, 
gave the women SEurs no choice but to draw upon the only available 
legitimising narrative (that of business/enterprise and management) at their 
disposal in their attempts to counter the gendered assumptions and negative 
stereotypes that they were subjected to. This in turn meant that, as pointed out 
by Dey and Steyaert (2010) amongst others, other perhaps equally valid and 
applicable discourses were sidelined as the discursive limits of business 
discourses and rhetoric marked the boundaries of possible conceptions of SE 
and SEship. 
As a result, the main distinguishing feature of SE that the women sought to 
highlight – its moral footing and values-driven behaviours – was almost 
impossible to meaningfully articulate within the confines imposed by business 
discourses within which such ethical considerations were non-normative, and 
represented ‘irrational’ economic  approaches. This lack of ‘fit’ between the 
legitimising discourses of business, and the foundational ‘spirit’ of the work 
carried out by the women SEurs created further stereotype threats for them and 
their organisations, as the public attempted to form an understanding of these 
discursively antagonistic concepts (business vs ethical behaviour), resulting in 
the assumption of ‘radical’ intent, manifesting in what was most commonly 
perceived to be ‘anti-capitalism’. 
However, the negative connotations of anti-capitalism, with its association with 
anarchic politics and anti-establishment rhetoric, failed to provide the sought-
after social legitimacy, representing instead a stereotype threat that the women 
forcefully rejected. Thus any positive aspects of such a conceptualisation – for 
example, the need for collective action, the direct challenging of a flawed 
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economic system, the potential ‘creative destruction’ represented by alternative 
political ideologies – were lost, as the negative, over-arching dominant 
discourses (anti-capitalism, radicalism, and anarchy) were denied.  
As a result of the women’s enforced capitulation to the discursive limitations 
imposed by business and managerial discourses of SEship, the collective effort 
required to meaningfully combat social and environmental injustice was also 
denied, and the women’s SEurial work reduced to the disparate efforts of often 
geographically dispersed, but ethically-driven individuals, whose lack of 
collective ideology or political organising meant that systemic change was 
impossible. In this way, whilst undoubetedly creating social and economic value 
through their SEs, the women’s visions of large-scale social/environmental 
change moved out of reach, and their work was diminished to treatment of the 
symptoms of social/environmental ills, rather than the causes of it.   
Whilst in terms of social change, any action is better than none, the introduction 
by the grand narrative of SEship of a “de-politicized image of social change that 
simultaneously relies on and creates a mixture of harmony, messianic 
redemption, and collective passivity” (Dey and Steyaert, 2010: 92) serves to 
mask the root causes of social and environmental injustice, and thus to prevent 
the large-scale political and economic reorganising required to meaningfully 
deal with it.       
9.4.7 The ‘messianic script’ of SEship 
“[Whilst] the religious meta-script of social entrepreneurship is not necessarily 
discernable prima facie. This is the case precisely because it is “covered” by an 
ostensibly ideology-free façade…the grand narrative of social entrepreneurship 
relies on a stream of religious thought which positions the subject matter as the 
other of late capitalism’s disenchantment, as an antidote to displaced idealism and 
the end of grand utopias or history altogether. What we mean by this is that the 
sign ‘social entrepreneurship’ has created a (however contrived) anachronistic 
move by dint of which dreams, hopes and promises again become possible” (Dey 
and Steyaert, 2010: 91-92)  
As discussed earlier in the chapter, many of the women SEurs’ narrations of 
SEship appeared to contain all the fervour of the recently converted; they 
discussed their relationship with SEship in terms associated with marriage – 
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commitment, and fidelity even in the face of poverty – whilst simultaneously 
describing their attempts to ‘carry the message/good news’ to the ignorant 
(evangelising), and to lead by example (role modelling). Many of the women 
spoke of a ‘realisation’ that SEship could offer them a meaningful way to 
combine work and activism, which echoed the contentions made by Dey and 
Steyaert (2010) of a ‘religious meta-script’ of SEship and an ‘anachronistic 
move by dint of which dreams, hopes and promises again become possible’. 
Whilst many of the women SEurs expressed a pseudo-religious relationship 
with SEship, the did not conceive of themselves as ‘messianic/heroic’ figures as 
such, but rather as ‘foot-soldiers’ in the fight for social justice. This 
conceptualisation allowed the women to draw upon the ‘collective’ discourses 
that were denied to them by mainstream business discourses, and to assert the 
communitarian ‘ground swell’ nature of the SEship movement, whilst 
simultaneously downplaying the need for political organising. 
By so doing, and in line with the contentions made by Dey and Steyaert (2010), 
the women cast SEship itself (rather than themselves) as the redemptive 
‘messiah’ and themselves in the role of its ‘disciples’. In this way, they were able 
to undertake political action through SE, whilst simultaneously maintaining an 
air of political objectivity and indeed neutrality. This in turn allowed them to 
individually challenge the status quo at the micro level – through the work 
carried out by their SEs, through their ‘evangelising’ activities, and through the 
organisational role-modelling that they undertook with their SEs – whilst 
retaining social legitimacy through apparent conformity to the ‘ideology-free 
façade’ of SEship. 
9.4.8 Women SEurs – qualitative versus quantitative findings 
Levie and Hart’s (2011) paper compared business and social entrepreneurs in 
terms of ‘gender, context, and commitment’, in order to inform policy 
development related to the Conservative Party’s ‘Big Society’ policy agenda, the 
successful instigation of which would require “the foundation of new social 
enterprises by individuals: social entrepreneurs” (ibid.: 201). 
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Applying a multivariate logistic regression approach to the analysis of data 
derived from the “GEM UK 2009 database of 20,919 respondents aged 
between 18 and 64 years who completed a telephone interview between May 
and September of that year” (ibid.: 206), the study assumed an essentialist 
understanding of ‘gender’ (read: sex), applying it as one of several variables in 
order to compare populations of female and male social and mainstream 
entrepreneurs, based on the development of two hypotheses: 
H1. Early-stage social entrepreneurs are, ceteris paribus, more likely to be female 
than early-stage business entrepreneurs. 
H2. In communities of increased socio-economic need, female entrepreneurs are 
more likely to be social entrepreneurs than are male entrepreneurs (ibid.: 204). 
The conclusions drawn from the work undertaken by Levie and Hart (2011) are 
considered in relation to the emergent findings from this study, and the 
similarities and differences discussed. 
The first conclusion of note was that compared to mainstream entrepreneurs, 
social entrepreneurs were found to be “more likely to be younger (18-24 years 
of age) and slightly more likely to be in their middle years (35-44 years of age); 
be better educated (i.e. with a degree); [and] operate the business on a part-
time basis (i.e. commit less than ten hours a week)” (ibid.: 208). 
Whilst basic demongraphic data was collected from the women SEurs 
interviewed for this study, the application of a qualitative methodology within a 
gender-aware, feminist informed framework meant that the emergent theorising 
was derived from the narrative, rather than the demographic data.  
However, as shown, whilst none of the women SEur participants in this study 
fell in the 18-24 age group, 43% (n=13/30) were aged 35-44, which represented 
a nearly 10% increase on that reported by Levie and Hart at 35.3%. Similarly, 
87% (n=26/30) of the women SEurs had a University education, a finding that 
again represented a more than 25% increase than that reported by Levie and 
Hart at 58.3%. As regards the time commitment of the women SEurs in this 
study, none of them reported operating their SEs on a part-time basis of less 
than ten hours per week, compared to Levie and Hart’s finding of 73.3%. 
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Levie and Hart’s contention that “[w]ith increasing levels of education, 
entrepreneurs are increasingly likely to be social entrepreneurs” was certainly 
borne-out by the demongraphic data provided by the women SEurs, and whilst 
demographic data regarding ethnicity was not directly sought within this study, 
only one participant (3%) claimed a non-white (Pakistani) heritage, which was a 
much smaller percentage of ethnic minority SEurs than that found by at 13.2%. 
This study adopted a deliberate strategy of the application of qualitative 
methods in-line with its feminist theoretical framework, and thus collected only 
the most basic demographic data, considering that such ‘impersonal’ data could 
add little to theory development around women’s experiences of, and 
participation in SEship. Furthermore, whereas Levie and Hart’s (2011) study 
formulated conclusions based on data from nearly 21,000 research participants, 
this study’s findings were based on in-depth semi-structured interviews with just 
thirty SEurs. 
As such, it is perhaps unsurprising that the emergent results differed somewhat; 
the lack of ethnic diversity within this study’s research cohort was noted early 
on, and (unsuccessful) steps were taken to address it, and whilst ethnic minority 
SEurs were identified and approached, the majority declined to participate. Of 
those ethnic minority women who decined to participate in the study and further 
provided reasons for this, the barriers appeared to centre on an unwillingness to 
give up their time for no financial return – a position that strongly asserted the 
professional value placed upon their time by these women, and further 
suggested the possibility of a lack of sufficient income/financial support to allow 
the provision of unpaid services (that may not have applied to the white women 
participants), as well as the possibility of a perception of racism on the part of 
the researcher as a privileged white woman requesting the free provision of 
time and information from a group of doubly subordinated (as women, and as 
ethnic minorties) people. 
The age band within which the majority of the women participants in this study 
fell was, similar to that reported by Levie and Hart (2011), 35-44 years which 
appeared to reflect the richness of the life experiences that the women SEurs 
drew upon in first developing a SEurial identity, and then in developing 
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organisational norms and values for their SEs. Many of the women spoke of 
having had previous managerial employment experience, which again, would 
appear to ‘fit’ with the age group within which most of them fell. However, the 
almost 10% increase in the numbers of SEurs falling into that age band within 
this study as compared to Levie and Hart, is somewhat more difficult to explain. 
One possible explanation relates to the different data collection methodologies, 
with Levie and Hart’s data being derived from a random sampling survey 
technique, whereas the women involved in this study were recruited specifically 
on the basis that they self-defined as SEurs, and owner/managed SEurial 
businesses.   
9.4.9 Women’s SEship: gendered conclusions, concluding with gender 
Within their (2011) paper, Levie and Hart made a number of claims relating to 
women SEurs that merit comment. Whilst some reflected the emergent findings 
from this study, others simply rehashed the usual unquestioned, tired, 
gendered, male-as-norm, and essentialist views that feminist scholars have 
long critiqued: 
“while female entrepreneurs are less likely than male entrepreneurs to devote 
themselves fulltime to their venture, if they do, they are much more likely to be 
social entrepreneurs than are their male counterparts female social entrepreneurs 
are more likely to work full time on their ventures than male social entrepreneurs” 
(Levie and Hart, 2011: 214). 
This comment, presented a gender-blind view of women’s entrepreneurship, 
that failed to acknowledge the gendered reasons for which women, rather than 
men, might devote less time to their enterprises (i.e. child-rearing duties). By 
presenting an invisible male-as-norm view if entrepreneurial activity, the 
women’s ‘choice’ not to engage as intensely with their businesses as their men 
colleagues, was presented as noteworthy (read: problematic), and used as a 
reference point for the behaviour of women SEurs, who were apparently more 
likely to work full-time on their ventures – a finding borne-out by the data from 
this study. 
With regard to opportunity recognition, Levie and Hart proposed that being 
employed increased the chances of opportunity recognition, which contention 
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was linked to the average age of start-up entrepreneuers. The fact that the 
acknowledged ‘peak age for business start-up’ correlated with the ‘peak child-
rearing age for adults’ (emphasis added) was then used to (partially) explain the 
lower levels of entrepreneurial start-up activitity within the age group between 
women and men:  
“individuals already in work tend to be more likely to spot opportunities for starting 
a business than those not in work, and women tend to have a lower participation 
rate in the workforce at just the age group that has the highest startup rate: in 
one’s 30s, where experience and interest are at an optimum. This happens to 
also be the peak child-rearing age for adults in the UK and thus the level of work 
experience is lower on average among women than men at the peak age for 
business startup” (ibid.: 203) 
However, in spite of the use of the apparently gender neutral phrase ‘child-
rearing for adults’, the unacknowledged assumption was that child-rearing was 
in fact women’s work, which was proffered as the explanation for their lower 
entrepreneurial participation, as well as for their ‘preference’ for fewer hours 
devoted to their businesses per week. 
These unacknowledged, gendered assumptions reflected precisely the types of 
discursive practices and positivistic approaches that Ahl (2006) and other 
feminist entrepreneurship scholars have critiqued: the invisible male-as-norm 
view of entrepreneurship, the normality of the gendered division of domestic 
labour, the lack of criticality of the gendered expectations and attendant 
constraints experienced by women, alongside the adoption of positivist 
methodologies that presented findings as facts, rather than simply as opinions 
(Gartner and Birley, 2002). 
Levie and Hart (2011) went on to assert that for SEurs: 
“it is exposure to community issues that reveals opportunities for social 
entrepreneurship. Far from being an obstacle to spotting opportunities for social 
entrepreneurship, child-rearing duties are likely to increase the awareness of 
women to pressing social issues in the community” (ibid.: 203) 
The assumed gender-based division of labour (childcare is women’s work) 
allowed Levie and Hart to make such an assertion, in spite of the fact that whilst 
more women are acknowledged to be SEurs than mainstream entrepreneurs, 
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the fact remains that there are more men SEurs than women. If ‘exposure to 
community issues’ is indeed key for SEurial opportunity recognition, how then 
are men spotting opportunities for SEship if they are presumably at work, and 
not at home caring for children, or unemployed. Such a gendered assertion 
further assumed that women’s opportunity recognition was intrinsically linked to 
their maternity (to their identity as ‘mothers’) which supported Humbert’s (2012) 
contention of the framing of SEurial women as ‘mothers of the community’.   
By failing to adopt a gender-aware approach to their work, Levie and Hart 
(2011) unwittingly fell into the traps highlighted by Ahl (2006) of: 
1. Undertaking sex difference research that “recreates a binary polarization between 
groups of individuals based on their sex…[thus]reproducing the subordinate role 
of women” (ibid.:597)  
2.  Applying mainstream entrepreneurship theory to the study of women thus 
effectively “comparing tehm to a male-gendered archetype” (ibid.: 601) 
3. Using research methods designed “to find statistically significant differences 
between groups...[which] in combination with the assumption that men and 
women are different [proposes that] explanations [for these differences] are to be 
found in the individual, not in institutional arrangements” (ibid.: 608)  
4. “[F]ocussing on gender as an individual characteristic rather than as something 
socially and culturally constructed that varies in time and space, [creating] 
research [that] tends to overlook structural factors and proposes that women 
have shortcomings” (ibid.: 609).  
9.5 Conclusion  
From the discussion of the findings and an exploration of their relevance to 
some of the key literature used to inform the development of the conceptual 
framework it is clear that gender, as a socially constructed system, neagatively 
manifests in a number of ways that hinder the ease with which women SEurs 
can engage with SEship. 
Whilst discourses that associate women with the types of caring/human 
developmental work often undertaken by SEs increases (some) women’s 
legitimacy in terms of their perceived competence, any gains are off-set by 
gendered associations relating to both the provision by women of such services 
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in an unpaid capacity – either in the domestic setting, or as volunteer staff – that 
serve to undermine the professional identities of the women SEurs, as well as 
to the strong and invisible discursive association between men and 
entrepreneurship. 
Adding to the barriers to the straightforward engagement with SE of the women 
SEurs was the poor public understanding of SE, which resulted from the 
ongoing governmental failure to properly delineate the phenomenon, and to 
subsequently educate the public as to its value and merits. This in turn created 
the situations wherein the women SEurs were continually forced to defend 
themselves and their organisations by association, from the application of 
contextually erroneous gendered assumptions and stereotypes that posed 
significant legitimacy threats. 
The power-effects associated with the control of dominant discourses by ‘key 
paradigm-building actors’ (Nicholls, 2010) showed how SE had been 
constructed in the UK for the benefit of policy-makers, rather than practitioners, 
and demonstrated the ways in which political values and ideologies were 
written-into the discourses. As such, the ‘key paradigm-building actors’ were 
able to assert the parameters for inclusion/exclusion and legitimacy/lack of 
legitimacy for all aspects of SE that were political pertinent, which had 
significant potential and practical implications for the women SEurs. 
Finally, the emergence of the inter-connections between life experience, values 
and morality, the development of a SEurial identity, and the subsequent 
establishment of an SE organisation evidenced the very personal (and political) 
nature of the women’s journeys to SEship.     
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Chapter Ten: Conclusions  
10.0 Introduction 
SE and SEship represent an under-researched sector, which “suffers from a 
tendency towards myth and assumption” (Peattie and Morley, 2008: 56) as a 
result. Within this under-researched sector, literature relating to women’s 
SEship is almost non-existant, leading to an increasingly vocal call for women-
centred SEship research, which this study aims to contribute to. 
The politically contrived ‘grand narrative of SEship’ (Dey and Steyaert, 2010) is 
now been subjected to scrutiny by critical scholars concerned with the power 
implications and deliminating effects of its discursive dominance as a tool 
developed in support of a particular political ideology. As such, the 
developmental context of SE within the UK is closely linked to the ‘grand 
narrative’, yet little is yet known about how and in what ways practitioners relate 
to it, and exploit or reject it to their own ends.    
With these issues in mind, the aim of this thesis was to explore the 
contextualised experiences, identities, motivations, values, and visions of 
success of women SEurs operating SEs within the UK. In support of this aim, 
the following four objectives were utilised: 
 A contextualisation of the contemporary social entrepreneurship 
landscape in the UK 
 An investigation of the personal construction of social entrepreneurial 
identity as a process that facilitates SE action, and an investigation of its 
relationship to lived experience, and personal values 
 An examination of the meaning(s) ascribed to the term ‘social enterprise’ 
and ‘social entrepreneurship’ by the women participants, and an 
exploration of the effects of the political construction of the same on 
conceptualisation(s) by practitioners 
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 An exploration of the meanings ascribed to ‘success’ by the women 
social entrepreneurs specifically as they relate to life experience, values, 
and identity 
The purpose of this concluding chapter therefore, is to demonstrate how the aim 
has been addressed through the four objectives, and to outline the contribution 
of this study to the advancement of theory, and the generation of novel 
empirical evidence. The chapter concludes by identifying the limitations of this 
thesis and by exploring potential avenues for future research. 
10.1 Contribution 
Due the almost non-existance of research data relating to women’s experiences 
of, and engagement with SE and SEship, the emergent findings from the three 
empirical chapter discussed above all represent ‘gaps’ in the literature. 
However, of particular interest and relevance were the findings that emerged in 
relation to the women’s conceptualisations of SE and SEship, which offered a 
novel, practitioner-defined view of the phenomenon. 
10.1.1 The processional nature of SEship engagement 
The first of these was the emergence of very strong connections between life 
experience, the development of morality and values, and the eventual 
establishment of an SE organisation. Life experience and morality/values have 
been acknowledged to be of importance to the development of SEurial 
propensity, but are also acknowledged to be poorly articulated within the 
literature (Westall, 2009). 
The ways in which the women SEurs described their journey to SE 
establishment involved input from their family environment during their formative 
years, at which time their sense of morality and their personal values 
developed, as a result of these values the women were able to identify 
instances of social/environmental injustice as they moved through their adult 
lives, the eventual development of a SEurial identity was a precursor to the 
establishment of an SE, and allowed the women to hone their alertness to 
social opportunity identification, which facilitated the establishment of an SE 
organisation as shown in Figure 10.1 on the following page: 
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Figure 10.1: Motivations for social enterprise: pathways from family, values, life 
experiences 
For many of the women whose SEs engaged in human development work, the 
role modelling of the personal competencies developed within their family 
environment formed a central component to their conceptualisation of 
themselves and their organisations as facilitators of their clients’ personal 
potential maximisation. 
As such, these insights into both the processional nature of the development of 
a SEurial identity, and its effects on SEurial opportunity recognition, subsequent 
SE establishment, and the organisational practices developed represented a 
clear response to the identified knowledge gap relating to understandings of SE 
and SEship derived from the exploration of the “intersection of personal and 
organisational social enterprise narratives” (Cornelius et al, 2008: 366).  
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10.1.2 The gendered cumulative disadvantage  
The second emergent finding of note was the revelation of the cumulative, and 
largely negative, gendered effects experienced by the women as a result of the 
(gendered) discursive construction of certain domains – specifically, 
entrepreneurship as male-gendered, charitable work/volunteering as female-
gendered, and caring (social) work as female-gendered.  
Feminist scholars have long established the veracity of the masculine norm of 
entrepreneurship, which is known to create barriers to women’s engagement 
with entrepreneurship across a variety of contexts. However, the revelation of 
the additional gendered barriers experienced by women SEurs based on the 
discursive domains of the female gendering of caring work (as an extension of 
the unpaid domestic caring undertaken by women into the marketplace), and 
the female gendering of socially-focussed volunteering work (as a further 
extension of the unpaid domestic caring undertaken by women into the social 
sphere) provided novel ways by which both to understand women’s experiences 
of SEship as intrinsically gendered, and also to meaningfully apply feminist 
theorising in a new context.  
These highly gendered discursive domains conspired with the lack of clarity 
provided by the DTI (2002) definition of SE, and the assumptions of an ill-
informed public to create significant legitimacy threats to both the women SEurs 
and their SEs, which required efforts to rebuff or manage, and which were 
constantly recreated in what the women experienced as an ongoing battle for 
legitimacy. This gendered aspect of SEurial experience represents an entirely 
new line of empirical evidence that explores the “influence of community on 
women’s social entrepreneurial activity” (McAdam and Treanor, 2011: 5) as a 
source of both opportunity and potential threat.  
The gender-aware approach embodied in this study also facilitated the 
exploration of the discursive gendering of SE, which was simultaneously shown 
to glorify ‘heroic’ male social entrepreneurs, whilst using masculinised language 
and images for professional (read: male) audiences, and feminised language 
and images for the consumption of the female targeted general public. As 
discussed, such approaches did little to support the professional legitimacy of 
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women SEurs, but rather served to underpin essentialist, gendered 
understandings of SE and SEship. 
The gender-aware framework also assisted the exploration of the gendered 
effects of the ‘grand narrative of SEship’ (Dey and Steyaert, 2010) on the 
women SEurs, which revealed a rarely remarked-upon, and almost entirely 
untehorised ‘dark side’ of SE/SEship which was shown to have the potential to 
represent a site of significant economic and social disadvantage for women 
involved at all levels within the sector.  
This gendered disadvantage was shown to mirror the wider gender-based 
subordination experienced by women in the workplace, which suggested that 
contrary to the ‘messianic’ claims of the grand narrative, SE may not in fact 
represent any more equitable an environment for women than mainstream 
employment, and that for owner/managers of SEs, may result in the acquisition 
of ongoing poverty of both time and money.   
10.1.3 Defining SE 
The third gap in the literature to which this study contributes relates to the ways 
in which SE is defined. With no widely agreed-upon definition of SE within the 
UK other than the DTI (2002) definition, the practitioner-led explanations of their 
own understandings of these concepts provided rich insight that served answer 
the call to better understand the “agency of practitioners in constructing the 
meaning of social enterprise” (Teasdale, 2012: 107) 
Whilst, it emerged that the DTI (2002) definition provided a fit-for-purpose 
framework for non-specialists to understand SE, the women SEurs did not 
necessarily conceive of the component parts of the definition in the same way in 
which they were presented by policy-makers. Thus the practitioner framework 
for sense-making was shown to be partially at odds with the (rationalist) 
assumptions underpinning the policy-driven dominant discourses, with the 
women SEurs simultaneously co-opting the value-adding aspects of the 
dominant discourses, whilst exerting their agency through the provision of 
redefined conceptual frames for those component parts that did not fit their own 
personal understandings of SE. By so doing, the women demonstrated their 
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agentic power through both their “resistance [of] political narratives that…arise 
in the face of asymmetrical power relations” (Mason, 2012: 126), and their 
willingness to redefine SE on their own terms. 
10.1.4 Defining SEship  
The fourth contribution to the literature made by this study related to the 
emergence of new knowledge concerning practitioner-led conceptualisations of 
SEship as the enacted extension of their own, personal values and moral code. 
The insistence by the women SEurs of centrality of morality and values-driven 
behaviours as hallmarks of ‘real’ SEship was striking, as was the influence of 
personal value codes on the subsequent development of SE organisational 
norms and behaviours, which provided rich evidence of the SEurs’ own 
“understanding of themselves, their identity, their beliefs, [and] their own 
meanings of issues that are going on around them” (Jones et al, 2008: 333). 
The ‘spirit’ of SEship emerged as being founded on a sense of ‘fairness’ in 
every aspect of the SE’s work. In this way, fairness (which served as an 
organising metaphor for values-driven behaviours more generally) was seen to 
drive organisational behaviours relating not only to employees in terms of their 
pay, terms, and conditions, but also to service users in terms of the delivery of 
person-centred interventions whose outcomes were driven by the aspirations of 
the individual, and also to customers in terms of the ‘fair’ pricing of services 
offered in the open market. 
The ‘fairness’ encompassed at every level of the SEs’ activities translated into 
what was termed ‘ethical profit maximisation’, the enactment of which allowed 
the women SEurs to bring together the potentially disparate discourses of the 
entrepreneurial and the social, and to define their practice-based 
understandings of SEship on their own terms in what Nicholls (2010: 612) 
described as “the legitimating strategies of the key actors who are driving the 
processes of paradigm building”. 
10.1.5 Visions of SEurial success 
The fifth contribution to the creation of new empirically-based knowledge 
emerged from the investigation of the women SEurs’ visions of success which, 
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like other aspects of their SEurial activities, were framed by their personal 
values and life experiences. Indeed, as noted above, for the women running 
human development-type SEs, a major component of their SEurial identities 
appeared to coalesce around the desire to role model the types of personal 
skills and compentencies that they had been exposed to and subsequently 
developed within their family environments. 
The development of identity capital by their clients/service users was deemed to 
be vital to the success of any ‘intervention’, such that the creation of a safe, 
family-like environment within which the marginalised individuals with whom the 
women worked could take (supported) risks associated with the development of 
so-called ‘soft skills’ such as emotional resilience and self-esteem was 
considered a success in and of itself. Furthermore, the focus on person-centred 
outcomes (rather than more easily quantifiable numbers-based ones), 
established by individual clients for themselves, suggested a potentially more 
sustainable and meaningful approach to the engagement of marginalised 
individuals and groups, than the payment-by-results types of outcomes 
favoured by successive governments, and open to flagrant abuse by unethical 
organisations.    
The emergent person-centred, identity capital development as a fundamental 
vision of success for many of the women SEurs reflected the contention made 
by feminist scholars of “the differing contribution that women entrepreneurs 
make to society” (Shaw et al 2009: 37), which positioned women SEurs not as 
‘lacking’ compared to men, but rather as (potentially) having a different way of 
conceiving of success, not based on a masculinised norm. 
Furthermore, as was evidenced by the emergent results, the 
“conceptualizations of success and performance among people managing 
social enterprises…are radically different to those gleaned from a reading of the 
social entrepreneurship rhetoric” (Parkinson and Howorth, 2008: 286). Thus, 
whilst governmental visions of SEurial success were premised upon 
economically rationalist values such as “enterprise, innovation, competitiveness 
and social inclusion” (DTI, 2002: 8), the women SEur participants in this study 
conceived of success in much more human terms. 
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10.2 Implications of the research 
The almost entire absence of women’s SEurial experiences from the SE and 
SEship literature and attendant theorising meant that this study would be 
exploratory in nature. As such, its aim to explore the contextualised 
experiences, identities, motivations, values, and visions of success of women 
SEurs was met through the achievement of four specific objectives, which 
facilitated a contextualised and socially embedded exploration women’s SEship 
through the investigation of the development and construction of their SEurial 
identities, an examination of the ways in which they conceived of both SE and 
SEship, and through the study of their notions of SEurial success. 
The emergent, practitioner-centred results, answered the call “to imbue 
entrepreneurship theory with practitioner knowledge and understanding” (Chell, 
2007: 7), whilst providing rich insights into the experiences of women engaged 
in SEurial action within the UK. The implications of this research for theory 
development are manifold, due to both the paucity of research on women’s 
SEship, and the nascent nature of the SE and SEship literatures more 
generally, which gaps this study seeks to contribute to. 
Arguably the most impactful finding, which has implications for theory, policy, 
and practice, relates to the ways in which the women conceived of SEship as a 
process enacted through their SEs. The centrality of morality and values that 
the women asserted represents a glaring omission from the DTI (2002) 
definition, which makes no reference whatsoever to SEurial motivations. The 
link between life experience and the development of personal morality and 
values, and the link between that and the development of a SEurial identity, the 
alertness to social opportunity recognition, and the development of 
organisational norms relating to ‘ethical profit maximisation’ all represent new 
knowledge that will enrich the SEship literature, and has the power to inform 
policy development. 
To date, SE and SEship policy in the UK has been underpinned by 
economically rationalist concepts, and business management discourses 
imported from mainstream entrepreneurship theorising. Such foundations have 
served to limit conceptualisations of SE and SEship to the point where SEurial 
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‘success’ has been reduced to a ‘numbers game’ wherein growth has become a 
proxy for social impact, regardless of the sustainability of interventions over the 
longer term. 
The presence of developed moral codes and values amongst the women SEurs 
suggested that they conceived of themselves as political activists, and that 
rather than being business owners with a social focus, they were considered 
themselves to be social change agents, using SE to recast business in a less 
heroic, individualist, and emotionally distant undertaking.  
A politically motivated approach to engagement with (social) entrepreneurship 
that rejected the the economically rationist paradigm, and put in its place an 
approach founded on principles of community, connection, care, and non-
exploitation of people and planet may appear to the ‘feminine’ in its nature, and 
disregarded or dismissed as such, but should policy-makers take such 
approaches into account, the thoroughly moral undertakings exhibited by the 
women SEurs could be de-gendered i.e. disassociated from its 
conceptualisation as feminine as a result of its rejection of the normative 
masculine, and its value as a workable approach to both business and social 
justice could be validated. 
Indeed, the replication of a supportive ‘family’-type environment within their SEs 
that many of the women spoke of effectively mirrored the contentions made in 
the 2010 Conservative Party manifesto: 
“[s]trong families are the bedrock of a strong society. They provide the stability and 
love we need to flourish as human beings, and the relationships they foster are the 
foundation on which society is built.” (Conservatives, 2010: 41)   
The fact that the conceptualisations of SE currently in use provide no room for 
the recognition of such forms of social organising means that SE policy in the 
UK is self-defeating through its own blindness to the already well-established 
best practice approaches already being employed. 
10.3 Limitations  
This study represents an important point of departure for the investigation, and 
theoretical incorporation of women’s experiences of SEship. However, the study 
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was limited by the brevity of the research process, which could be usefully 
addressed through a longitudinal study of the participants of this original 
research cohort in order to explore whether and how the women’s experiences 
change over time – including organisational attrition etc. 
A second limitation of the study related to the lack of data from the SEs’ 
clients/service-users. In order to fully evaluate the women SEurs’ visions of 
success, data should be collected from service-users in order to compare their 
experiences and opinions with the views proffered by the women SEurs, and 
thereby establish the veracity (or lack of it) of the women’s stated visions. 
As gender varies across time and place, the wider applicability of the research 
findings may be reduced, as the experiences of women operating SEs within 
the UK may not typify the experiences of women SEurs in a different cultural 
context. Furthermore, do to the gender-exclusive nature of this research study 
the applicability of the findings to men SEurs may be limited. These issues 
represent the third limitation of the study. 
The fourth limitation relates to both the lack of ethnic diversity within the 
research cohort, and its limited size. As discussed previously, the lack of ethic 
diversity amongst the research cohort was identified relatively quickly, and 
steps were taken to resolve the issue. These however, were unsuccessful, 
resulting in a cohort of women who were all white, bar one British Pakistani 
woman. The diversity of the sample was however increased on other 
dimensions, including sector of operation, age of participant, nationality of 
participant, whether or not participants had dependent children etc.  
Whilst the cohort of women SEurs interviewed for this research was relatively 
small, the data derived from their in-depth interviews was rich, and reflected the 
lived experiences of the individual women. The study was exploratory in nature, 
and employing a feminist theoretical framework, did not seek to ‘discover truths’ 
(Gartner and Birley, 2002) but rather to explore the complexities and 
contradictions of the “messy ‘real-life’ variety of entrepreneurship” (de Bruin et 
al, 2007: 331). Thus, the emergent findings and conclusions are generalisable 
to the sample and to theory, but not to the population of women SEurs as a 
whole.   
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10.4 Future research  
Future research should seek to build upon the empirical and theoretical 
foundations laid by this study, and could beneficially incorporate a longitudinal 
study of the women involved in this study to explore the stability of the emergent 
findings across time, the inclusion of more women SEurs with specific reference 
to diversity of ethnicity, explorations of the gendering of SE and SEship in other 
countries (both advanced, and developing), a national or international 
quantitative survey of women SEurs and their SEs in order to test the emergent 
themes from this study with regard to SE representing a site of potential 
(economic and temporal) impoverishment for women SEurs, and a feminist-
informed study of SEurs that included male participants in order to further 
explore the issue of gender as it relates to SE and SEship. 
 
 
 
 
       
 
 
 
 
374 
 
Reference List 
Abimbola, T. and Vallaster, C. (2007), Brand, organisational identity, and reputation in 
SMEs: an overview, Qualitative Market Research: An International Journal, 10 (4): 341-
348. 
Achleitner, A-K., Bassen, A., and Roder, B. (2009), An integrative framework for 
reporting social entrepreneurship, Retrieved 6th January 2014 from 
http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1325700 
Achtenhagen, L. and Welter, F. (2007), Media discourse in entrepreneurship research, in 
Neergard, H. and Ulhøi, J. (Eds.), Handbook of Qualitative Research Methods in 
Entrepreneurship, 193-215, Cheltenham, Glos.: Edward Elgar Publishing Limited.  
Achtenhagen, L. and Welter, F. (2011), Surfing on the ironing board: the representation 
of women’s entrepreneurship in German newspapers, Entrepreneurship and Regional 
Development: An International Journal, 23 (9-10): 763-786.  
Acker, J. (1990), Hierarchies, jobs, bodies: a theory of gendered organizations, Gender 
and Society, 4 (2): 139-158. 
Acker, J. (1992), From sex roles to gendered institutions, Contemporary Sociology, 21 
(5): 565-569.  
Acker, S. (1992a), New perspectives on an old problem: the position of women 
academics in British higher education, Higher Education, 24: 57-75. 
Adams, G. and Marshall, S. (1996), A developmental social-psychology of identity: 
understanding the person-in-context, Journal of Adolescence, 19, 429-442. 
Adams, V. (2010), Scoping the Australian care economy: a gender equity perspective, A 
report for Secuity4Women, North Sydney, Australia: economic Security4Women. 
Addicott, R. (2011), Social enterprise in health care: promoting organisational autonomy 
and staff engagement, London: The King’s Fund. 
Adkins, L. (2009), Feminism after measure, Feminist Theory, 10 (3): 323-339.  
Afza, T. and Rashid, M. (2009), Marginalized women social well-being through 
enterprise development: a glimpse of remote women status in Pakistan, Journal of 
Chinese Entrepreneurship, 1 (3): 248-267. 
Agarwal, B. and Pradeep, P. (2007), Towards freedom from domestic violence: the 
neglected obvious, Journal of Human Development, 8 (3): 359-388. 
Aggarwal, A. and Gupta, M. (2000), Sexual harassment in the workplace, 3rd edition, 
Vancouver, BC: Butterworths. 
Ahl, H. (2002), The making of the female entrepreneur: a discourse analysis of research 
texts on women’s entrepreneurship, Dissertation Series, No. 15, Jӧnkӧping: Jӧnkӧping 
International Business School. 
Ahl, H. (2004), The scientific reproduction of gender inequality: a discourse analysis of 
research texts on women’s entrepreneurship, Malmӧ: Liber AB. 
Ahl, H. (2006), Why research on women entrepreneurs needs new directions, 
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 30 (5): 595-620. 
375 
 
Ahl, H. (2007a), A Foucauldian framework for discourse analysis, in Neergard, H. and 
Ulhøi, J. (Eds.), Handbook of Qualitative Research Methods in Entrepreneurship, 216-
250, Cheltenham, Glos.: Edward Elgar Publishing Limited. 
Ahl, H. (2007), Sex business in the toy store: a narrative analysis of a teaching case, 
Journal of Business Venturing, 22: 673-693. 
Ahl, H. and Marlow, S. (2012), Exploring the dynamics of gender, feminism, and 
entrepreneurship: advancing debate to escape a dead-end? Organization, 19 (5): 543-
562.  
Ahl, H. and Nelson, T. (2010), Moving forward: institutional perspectives on gender and 
entrepreneurship, International Journal of Gender and Entrepreneurship, 2 (1): 5-9. 
Al Rasheed, M. (2013), A most masculine state: gender, politics, and religion in Saudi 
Arabia, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
Alcock, P. (2010), Partnership and mainstreaming: voluntary action under New Labour, 
Working paper 32, Birmingham: Third Sector Research Centre. 
Alcock, P. (2010), Building the Big Society: A new policy environment for the third sector 
in England, Voluntary Sector Review, 1 (3): 379-389. 
Alcoff, L. (1988), Cultural feminism versus post-structuralism: the identity crisis in 
feminist theory, Signs, 13 (3): 405-436. 
Alcoff, L. (2006), Visible identities: race, gender, and the self, New York: Oxford 
University Press. 
Aldrich, H. and Cliff, J. (2003), The pervasive effects of family on entrepreneurship: 
toward a family embeddedness perspective, Journal of Business Venturing, 18: 573-596. 
Allinson, G., Braidford, P., Houston, M., Robinson, F., and Stone, I. (2011), Business 
support for social enterprises: findings from a longitudinal study, London: Department for 
Business, Innovation, and Skills. 
Alon, S. and Gelbgiser, D. (2011), The female advantage in college academic 
achievements and horizontal sex segregation, Social Science Research, 40: 107-119. 
Al-Saji, A. (2009), Muslim women and the rhetoric of freedom, in Ortega, M. and Alcoff, 
L. (Eds.), Constructing the nation: a race and nationalism reader, 65-90, Albany: State 
University of New York Press. 
Amin, A. (2009), Extraordinarily ordinary: working in the extraordinary economy, Social 
Enterprise Journal, 5 (1): 30-49.  
Amin, A., Cameron, A., and Hudson, R. (2002), Placing the social economy, London: 
Routledge. 
Amos, V. and Parmar, P. (2005), Challenging imperial feminism, Feminist Review, 80: 
44-62. 
Andersen, M. (1993), Thinking About Women: Sociological Perspectives on Sex and 
Gender, (3rd Edition), New York: Macmillan Publishing Company. 
Anderson, A. (2005), Enacted metaphor: the theatricality of the entrepreneurial process, 
International Small Business Journal, 23 (6): 587-603. 
376 
 
Anderson, C. (1996), Understanding the inequality problematic: from scholarly rhetoric to 
theoretical reconstruction, Gender and Society, 10 (6): 729-746. 
Anderson, D., Binder, M. and Krause, K. (2003), The motherhood wage penalty 
revisited: experience, heterogeneity, work effort, and work-schedule flexibility, Industrial 
and Labour Relations Review, 56 (2): 273-294. 
Anderson, B. and Dees, J. (2006). Rhetoric, reality, and research: building a solid 
foundation for the practice of social entrepreneurship, in Nicholls, A. (Ed.), Social 
entrepreneurship: new paradigms of sustainable social change, 144–168, Oxford: Oxford 
University Press. 
Anderson A. and Smith, R. (2007), The moral space in entrepreneurship: an exploration 
of ethical imperatives and the moral legitimacy of being enterprising, Entrepreneurship 
and Regional Development: An International Journal, 19: 479-497. 
Anderson, K. and Sheeler, K. (2005), Governing codes: gender, metaphor, and political 
identity, Oxford: Lexington Books. 
Angove, S. (2007), Social enterprise in Cornwall, Truro: Cornwall Rural Community 
Council. 
Anna, A., Chandler, G., Jansen, E., and Mero, N. (2000), Women business owners in 
traditional and non-traditional business industries, Journal of Business Venturing, 15 (3): 
279-303. 
Arthur, L., Keenoy, T., Scott-Cato, M., (2006) Where is the ‘social’ in social enterprise? 
Paper presented at the Third Annual Social Enterprise Conference, London South 
Bank University June 22nd – 23rd 2006, Retrieved 12th January 2014 from 
http://www.lsbu.ac.uk/bus-cgcm/conferences/serc/2006/speakers/arthur-serc-2006.doc  
Ashe, F. and Treanor, L. (2011), Situating the subject: gender and entrepreneurship in 
international contexts, International Journal of Gender and Entrepreneurship, 3 (3): 185-
199. 
Ashcroft, B., Griffiths, G., and Tiffin, H. (2007), Post colonial studies: the key concepts, 
2nd Edition, Abingdon, Oxon: Routledge. 
Ashley, J. (1980), Power in structured misogyny: implications for the politics of care, 
Advances in Nursing Science, 2 (3): 2-22. 
Associated Press (2010, 21st April), Deepwater Horizon oil rig fire leaves eleven missing, 
The Guardian, Retrieved 17th February 2014 from 
http://www.theguardian.com/world/2010/apr/21/deepwater-horizon-oil-rig-fire  
Atkinson, R. (1998), The Life Story Interview, Qualitative Research Methods Series, Vol. 
44, London: Sage. 
Atkinson, R. (2001), The Life-Story Interview, in Gubrium, J., and Holstein, J. (Eds.), 
Handbook of Interview Research, Context, and Method, 121-140, Thousand Oaks, CA: 
Sage. 
Austin, J. (2004), A few first principles for a booming third sector, Times Higher 
Education Supplement, 21st May 2004, Retrieved 30th May 2014 from 
http://www.timeshighereducation.co.uk/188803.article  
377 
 
Austin, J., Stevenson, H., and Wei-Skillern, J. (2006), Social and commercial 
entrepreneurship: same, different, or both? Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 30 
(1):  1-22. 
Bacq, S. and Janssen, F. (2011), The multiple faces of social entrepreneurship: a review 
of definitional issues based on geographical and thematic criteria, Entrepreneurship and 
Regional Development: An International Journal, 23 (5-6): 373-403.  
Baider, F. and Gesuato, S. (2003), Masculinist metaphors, feminist research, Retrieved 
30th May 2014 from http://www.metaphorik.de/sites/www.metaphorik.de/files/journal-
pdf/05_2003_baidergesuato.pdf 
Baines, S. and Wheelock, J. (2000), Work and employment in small businesses: 
perpetuating and challenging gender traditions, Gender, Work and Organization, 7 (1): 
45-56.  
Baker, T., Aldrich, H., and Liou, N. (1997), Invisible entrepreneurs: the neglect of women 
business owners by mass media and scholarly journals in the USA, Entrepreneurship 
and Regional Development: An International Journal, 9: 221-238.  
Ball, R. (2012), Female combat exclusion in the UK armed forces: is it still legal?, Paper 
presented to IUS Canada Conference 2012, Kingston, Ontario: Canada, 2-4 November, 
Retrieved 25th June 2013 from http://eprints.uwe.ac.uk/19950/  
Barr, K. (2009, 1st January), Earning income, serving the community: guidance for 
building a social enterprise, Fedgazette, Retrieved 26th Febrary 2014 from 
https://www.minneapolisfed.org/publications_papers/pub_display.cfm?id=4110  
Basham, V. (2008), Effecting discrimination: operational effectiveness and harassment in 
the British armed forces, Armed Forces and Society, 35 (4): 728-744. 
Basow, S. (2002), Androcentrism, in Levy, N. and Makinster, B. (Eds.), Encyclopedia of 
women and gender: sex similarities and differences, and the effect of society on gender, 
Volume 1, 125-136, London: Academic Press. 
Bass, B. (1990), From transactional to transformational leadership: learning to share the 
vision, Organizational Dynamics, 18 (3): 19-31. 
Baughn, C., Chua, B., and Neupert, K. (2006), The normative context for women’s 
participation in entrepreneurship: a multi-country study, Entrepreneurship Theory and 
Practice, 30 (5), 687–708. 
Baxter, J. (2003), Positioning gender in discourse: a feminist methodology, Basingstoke: 
Palgrave Macmillan. 
Baxter, J. (2008), Feminist poststructuralist discourse analysis: a new theoretical and 
methodological approach? in Harrington, K., Litosseliti, L., Sauntson, H., and 
Sunderland, J. (Eds.), Gender and language research methodologies, 243-255, 
Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan. 
BBC (2010, 19th July), David Cameron launches Tories’ Big Society plan, Retrieved 30th 
May 2014 from http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-10680062  
Beagan, B., Chapman, G., D’Sylva, A., and Bassett, R. (2008), ‘It’s just easier for me to 
do it’: rationalizing the family division of foodwork, Sociology, 42 (4): 653–671. 
Beauregard, A., Ӧzbilgin, M., and Bell, M. (2009), Revisiting the social construction of 
family in the context of work, Journal of Managerial Psychology, 24 (1): 46-65. 
378 
 
Becker, G. (1993), Human capital: a theoretical and empirical analysis with special 
reference to education, Third edition, Chicago: The University of Chicago Press. 
Beckett, A. (2011), Social enterprise: political panacea? Paper presented to ISIRC 
Conference, London South Bank University, 13th-15th September 2011.  
Beechey, V. (1979), On patriarchy, Feminist Review, 3: 66-82. 
Begley, T. and Boyd, D. (1987), Psychological characteristics associated with 
performance in entrepreneurial firms and smaller businesses, Journal of Business 
Venturing, 2 (1): 79-93. 
Bellamy, K. and Rake, K. (2005), Money, money, money: is it still a rich man’s world? An 
audit of women’s economic welfare in Britain today, London: Fawcett Society. 
Bell, S. and Gordon, J. (1999), Scholarship: the new dimension for equity issues for 
academic women, Women’s Studies International Forum, 22 (6): 645-658. 
Bem, S. (1993), The lenses of gender: transforming the debate on sexual inequality, 
London: Yale University Press. 
Bem, S. (1994), Defending ‘the lenses of gender’, Psychological Inquiry, 5 (1): 97-101. 
Bendle, R. (2008), Gender subtexts: reproduction of exclusion in organisational 
discourse, British Journal of Management, 19: S50-S64. 
Bennett, R. (1990), The incentives to capital in the UK Enterprise Zones, Applied 
Economics, 22: 387-402. 
Benokraitis, N. and Feagin, J. (1995), Modern sexism: blatant, subtle and covert 
discrimination, 2nd Edition, New Jersey: Prentice Hall.   
Benschop, Y. and Verloo, M. (2006), Sisyphus' sisters: can gender mainstreaming 
escape the genderedness of organizations?, Journal of Gender Studies, 15 (1): 19-33. 
Benzing, C. and Chu, H. (2009), A comparison of the motivations of small business 
owners in Africa, Journal of Small Business and Enterprise Development, 16 (1): 60-77. 
BEPA (2011), Empowering people, driving change: social innovation in the European 
Union, Luxembourg: Publications Office of the European Union. 
Berdahl, J. (2007), Harassment based on sex: protecting social status in the context of 
gender hierarchy, Academy of Management Review, 32 (2): 641-658. 
Berlin, S. (1990), Dichotomous and complex thinking, Social Service Review, 64 (1): 46-
59. 
Bertaux, D. and Kohli, M. (1984), The life story approach: a continental view, Annual 
Review of Sociology, 10: 215-237. 
Bertrand, C.and Bordeau, L. (2010), Research interviews by Skype: a new data 
collection method, in Esteves, J. (Ed.), Proceedings from the 9th European Conference 
on Research Methods, 70-79, Madrid, Spain: IE Business School.  
379 
 
Bhatt Datta, P. and Gailey, R. (2012), Empowering women through social 
entrepreneurship: case study of a woman’s co-operative in India, Entrepreneurship 
Theory and Practice, 36 (3): 569-587. 
Big Issue (2014), Our work, Retrieved on 30th May 2014 from http://www.bigissue.org.uk/  
Bird, B., Schjoedt, L., and Baum, R. (2012), Editor’s introduction: entrepreneurs’ 
behaviour: elucidation and measurement, Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 36 (5): 
889-913. 
Bird, K. (2011), Life history interviewing: practical exercise, Briefing note 4, Chronic 
Poverty Research Centre, Retrieved 30th April 2014 from 
http://www.chronicpoverty.org/uploads/publication_files/4.1%20Briefing%20note%204.pd
f 
Bird, B. and Brush, C. (2002), A gendered perspective on organisational creation, 
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 26 (3): 41-65. 
Birkeland, J. (2002), Design for sustainability: a sourcebook of integrated eco-logical 
solutions, London: Earthscan Publications Limited. 
BIS (2010), Information pack: Community Interest Companies, Cardiff: The Regulator of 
Community Interest Companies. 
BIS (2013), Modern workplaces: shared parental leave and pay administration 
consultation, London: Department for Business, Innovation, and Skills. 
Bjerke, B. and Karlsson, M. (2013), Social entrepreneurship: to act as if and make a 
difference, Cheltenham, Glos.: Edward Elgar Publishing Limited. 
Bjӧrnsson, B. and Abraha, D. (2005), Counselling encounters between banks and 
entrepreneurs: a gender perspective, International Journal of Bank Marketing, 23 (6): 
444-463.  
Bjursell, C. and Melin, L. (2011), Proactive and reactive plots: narratives in 
entrepreneurial identity construction, International Journal of Gender and 
Entrepreneurship, 3 (3): 218-235. 
Black, N. (1988), Where all the ladders start: a feminist perspective on social science, in 
Tomm, W. And Hamilton, G. (Eds.), Gender bias in scholarship: the pervasive prejudice, 
167-190, Waterloo, Ontario: Wilfrid Laurier University Press. 
Blackburn, R., and Kovalainen, A. (2009), Researching small firms and 
entrepreneurship: past, present and future, International Journal of Management 
Reviews, 11 (2): 127-148. 
Blackmore, C. (2011), How to queer the past without sex: queer theory, feminisms, and 
the archaeology of identity, Archaeologies: The Journal of the World Archaeological 
Congress, 7 (1): 75-96. 
Blair, T. (1998), The Third Way: new politics for a new century, Fabian pamphlet 588, 
London: The Fabian Society. 
Blair, T. (2006), Video message to delegates at the Social Enterprise Coalition’s Voice06 
conference, London, January, Transcript provided by e-mail from archived material, 
Office for Civil Society. 
380 
 
Blake, G, Robinson, D., and Smerdon, M. (2006), Living values: a report encouraging 
boldness in third sector organisations, London: Community Links. 
Bland, J. (2010), Social enterprise solutions for 21st century challenges: the UK model of 
social enterprise and experience, Finland: Publications of the Ministry of Employment 
and the Economy, Strategic Projects 25/2010. 
Block, C., Koch, S., Lieberman, B., Merriweather, T., and Roberson, L. (2011), 
Contending with stereotype threat at work: a model of long-term responses, The 
Counselling Psychologist, 39 (4): 570-600. 
BMG Research (2013), Social enterprise: market trends, London: The Cabinet Office. 
BoE (2003), The financing of social enterprises: a special report by the Bank of England, 
Domestic Finance Division, London: Bank of England.  
Boje, D. and Smith, R. (2010), Re‐storying and visualizing the changing entrepreneurial 
identities of Bill Gates and Richard Branson, Culture and Organization, 16 (4): 307-331. 
Bolton, S. and Muzio, D. (2008), The paradoxical processes of feminization in the 
professions: the case of established, aspiring and semi-professions, Work, Employment 
and Society, 22 (2): 281-299. 
Boohene, R., Sheridan, A., and Kotey, B. (2008), Gender, personal values, strategies 
and small business performance: a Ghanaian case study, Equal Opportunities 
International, 27 (3): 237-257. 
Booth, A. and van Ours, J. (2008), Job satisfaction and family happiness: the part-time 
work puzzle, The Economic Journal, 118: F77-F99. 
Booth, A. and van Ours, J. (2009), Hours of work and gender identity: does part-time 
work make the family happier?, Economica, 76: 176-196. 
Bourdieu, P. (1977), Outline of a theory of practice, Translated by Richard Nice, 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
Bornstein, D. and Davis, S. (2010), Social entrepreneurship: what everyone needs to 
know, Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
Botham, R. and Sutherland, V. (2009a), Enterprise insight impact evaluation: The Hubs, 
Report for Enterprise Insight, Strathclyde: Hunter Centre for Entrepreneurship, Retrieved 
30th April 2014 from 
http://www.strath.ac.uk/media/departments/huntercentre/research/researchreports/E._I._
Impact_Evaluation_Report_-_The_Hubs.pdf 
Botham, R. and Sutherland, V. (2009b) Enterprise, insight, impact, evaluation: Review of 
the make your mark challenge, make your mark clubs and ambassadors programme, 
Project Report, Glasgow: University of Glasgow.  
Bourne, D. and Ӧzbilgin, M. (2008), Strategies for combating gendered perceptions of 
careers, Career Development International, 13 (4): 320-332. 
Bourne, K. (2010), The paradox of gender equality: an entrepreneurial case study from 
Sweden, International Journal of Gender and Entrepreneurship, 2 (1): 10-26. 
Bowles, H. and Flynn, F. (2010), Gender and persistence in negotiation: a dyadic 
perspective, Academy of Management Journal, 53 (4): 769-787.  
381 
 
Boyle, R. and Kelly, L. (2012), The television entrepreneurs: social change and the 
public’s understanding of business, Farnham, Surrey: Ashgate Publishing Limited. 
Boyles, C. and Shibata, A. (2009), Job satisfaction, work time, and among married 
women in Japan, Feminist Economics, 15 (1): 57-84.  
Brady, A. (2011), Social enterprise and Big Society, in Stott, M. (Ed.), Big Society 
Challenge, 134-144, Thetford, Norfolk: Keystone Development Trust Publications. 
Bradley, H. (2007), Gender, Cambridge: Polity Press. 
Brandstätter, H. (2011), Personality aspects of entrepreneurship: a look at ﬁve meta-
analyses, Personality and Individual Differences, 51: 222–230. 
Brewer, A. (1988), Cantillon and mercantilism, History of Political Economy, 20 (3): 447-
460. 
Brewer, A. (1992), Richard Cantillon: pioneer of economic theory, London: Routledge. 
Bridge, S., O’Neill, K. and Martin, F. (2009), Understanding Enterprise, 
Entrepreneurship, and Small Business, 3rd edition, Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan. 
Bridgstock, R., Lettice, F., Ӧzbilgin, M. and Tatli, A. (2010), Diversity management for 
innovation in social enterprises in the UK, Entrepreneurship and Regional Development: 
An International Journal, 22 (6): 557-574. 
Briere, J. and Lanktree, C. (1983), Sex-role related effects of sex-bias in language, Sex 
Roles, 9 (5): 625-632. 
Brindley, C. (2005), Barriers to women achieving their entrepreneurial potential: women 
and risk, International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behaviour and Research, 11 (2): 144-
161. 
Broadbridge, A. and Hearn, J. (2008), Gender and management: new directions in 
research and continuing patterns in practice, British Journal of Management, 19: S38-
S49. 
Brockhaus, R. (1982), The psychology of the entrepreneur, in Kent, C., Sexton, D. and 
Vesper, K. (Eds), Encyclopedia of Entrepreneurship, 39-56, Englewood Cliffs, NJ: 
Prentice-Hall. 
Bromley, V. (2012), Feminisms matter: debates, theories, activism, Toronto: University of 
Toronto Press Incorporated. 
Brooks, A., Huang, L., Kearney, S., and Murray, F. (2014), Investors prefer 
entrepreneurial ventures pitched by attractive men, Proceedings of the National 
Academy of Sciences of the United States of America, 111 (12): 4427-4431. 
Brown, J., Moylan, T., and Scaife, A. (2007), Female entrepreneurs – out of the frying 
pan, into the fire?, The Irish Journal of Management, January, 109-133. 
Browne, J. (2006), Sex segregation and inequality in the modern labour market, Bristol: 
The Policy Press. 
Bruce, S. (2001), Christianity in Britain: RIP, Sociology of Religion, 62 (2): 191-203.  
Bruni, A., Gherardi, S., and Poggio, B. (2004), Doing gender, doing entrepreneurship: an 
ethnographic account of intertwined practices, Gender, Work and Organization, 11 (4): 
406-429. 
382 
 
Bruni, A., Gherardi, S., and Poggio, B. (2004a), Entrepreneur-mentality, gender, and the 
study of women entrepreneurs, Journal of Organisational Change Management, 17 (3): 
256-268. 
Brush, C., Carter, N., Gatewood, E., Greene, P., Hart, M. (2006), Growth oriented 
women entrepreneurs and their businesses, Cheltenham, Glos.: Edward Elgar 
Publishing Limited. 
Brush, C. and Cooper, S. (2012), Female entrepreneurship and economic development: 
an international perspective, Entrepreneurship and Regional Development: An 
International Journal, 24 (1-2): 1-6. 
Brush, C., de Bruin, A. and Welter, F. (2009), A gender-aware framework for women’s 
entrepreneurship, International Journal of Gender and Entrepreneurship, 1 (1): 8-24. 
Brush, C., Manolova, T., and Edelman, L. (2008), Separated by a common language? 
Entrepreneurship research across the Atlantic, Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 
32 (2): 249-266. 
Bryson, V. (1999), Feminist debates: Issues of theory and political practice, London: 
MacMillan Press. 
Buckingham, H., Pinch, S., and Sunley, P. (2010), The regional geography of social 
enterprise in the UK: a review of recent surveys, Working paper 35, Birmingham: Third 
Sector Research Centre.  
Buckingham-Hatfield, S. (2000), Gender and environment, London: Routledge. 
Budig, M. and England, P. (2001), The wage penalty for motherhood, American 
Sociological Review, 66 (2): 204-225. 
Budworth, M-H., and Mann, S. (2010), Becoming a leader: the challenge of modesty for 
women, Journal of Management Development, 29 (2): 177-186. 
Bull, M. (2006), Balance: unlocking performance in social enterprises, Manchester: 
Centre for Enterprise, Manchester Metropolitan University Business School. 
Bull, M. (2007), ‘Balance’: the development of a social enterprise business performance 
analysis tool, Social Enterprise Journal, 3 (1): 49-66. 
Bull, M. (2008), Challenging tensions: critical, theoretical and empirical perspectives on 
social enterprise, International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behaviour and Research, 14 
(5): 268-275. 
Bull, M., Ridley-Duff, R., Foster, D., and Seanor, P. (2010), Conceptualising ethical 
capital in social enterprise, Social Enterprise Journal, 6 (3): 250-264. 
Burrow, A. and Hill, P. (2011), Purpose as a form of identity capital for positive youth 
adjustment, Developmental Psychology, 47 (4): 1196-1206. 
Butler, J. (1990), Gender Trouble: Feminism and the Subversion of Identity, New York: 
Routledge. 
Butler, J. (1993), Bodies that matter: on the discursive limits of ‘sex’, New York: 
Routledge. 
Buttner, H. (2001), Examining female entrepreneurs’ management styles: an analysis 
using a relational frame, Journal of Business Ethics, 29: 253-269. 
383 
 
Buttner, H. and Moore, D. (1997), Women’s organisational exodus to entrepreneurship: 
self-reported motivations and correlates with success, Journal of Small Business 
Management, 35 (1): 34–46. 
Bycio, P., Hackett, R., Allen, J. (1995), Further assessments of Bass's (1985) 
conceptualization of transactional and transformational leadership, Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 80 (4), 468-478. 
Cabinet Office (1999), Modernising government, White Paper CM4310, London: The 
Stationery Office, Retrieved 7th May 2013 from http://www.archive.official-
documents.co.uk/document/cm43/4310/4310.htm 
Cabinet Office (2002), Private action, public benefit: a review of charities and the wider 
not-for-profit sector, Strategy Unit Report, London: The Stationery Office.  
Cabinet Office (2006), Reaching out: an action plan on social exclusion, London: The 
Cabinet Office. 
Cabinet Office (2007), Fairness and freedom: the final report of the equalities 
commission, London: The Equalities Review. 
Cabinet Office (2007b), The future role of the third sector in social and economic 
regeneration: final report, London: The Stationery Office. 
Cabinet Office (2009), A guide to social return on investment, London: The Cabinet 
Office 
Cabinet Office (2010), Better together: preparing for local spending cuts to the voluntary, 
community, and social enterprise sector, London: The Cabinet Office. 
Cabinet Office (2010b), Nat Wei appointed as Big Society advisor, Retrieved 30th May 
2014 from https://www.gov.uk/government/news/nat-wei-appointed-as-big-society-
adviser  
Cabinet Office (2010c), Open letter to the voluntary, community, and social enterprises 
sector, Retrieved 30th May 2014 from 
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/61961/ope
n-letter.pdf  
Cabinet Office (2011), Big Society Bank (‘BSB’) outline proposal, London: The Stationery 
Office. 
Cabinet Office (2011b), Big Society Bank launched, Retrieved 30th May 2014 from 
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/big-society-bank-launched  
Cabinet Office (2013), Social enterprise: market trends, London: The Cabinet Office. 
Cahalane, C. (2013, February 11th), Why we must talk more about failure in social 
enterprise, The Guardian, Retrieved 30th May 2014 from 
http://www.theguardian.com/social-enterprise-network/2013/feb/11/failure-social-
enterprise 
CAFOD (2015), About us, Retrieved 4th August 2015 from 
http://www.cafod.org.uk/About-Us  
Calás, M., and Smircich, L. (1996), From ‘The Woman's’ Point of View: Feminist 
Approaches to Organization Studies, in Clegg, S., Hardy, C. and Nord, W. (Eds.), 
Handbook of Organization Studies, 218-257, London: Sage. 
384 
 
Calás, M., Smircich, L., and Bourne, K. (2009), Extending the boundaries: reframing 
‘entrepreneurship as social change’ through feminist perspectives, Academy of 
Management Review, 34 (3): 552-569.  
Calkins, M. (2000), Recovering religion’s prophetic voice for business ethics, Journal of 
Business Ethics, 23: 339-352.  
Cameron, D. (2006), Tackling poverty is a social responsibility, Scarman Lecture, 
Delivered 24th November, Retrieved 20th May 2014 from 
http://toryspeeches.files.wordpress.com/2013/11/david-cameron-tackling-poverty-is-a-
social-responsibility.pdf  
Cameron, D. (2006b), From state welfare to social welfare, Speech delivered to the 
National Council for Voluntary Organisations, 16th December, Retrieved 30th May 2014 
from 
http://conservativehome.blogs.com/frontpage/files/from_state_welfare_to_social_welfare
.pdf  
Cameron, D. (2007, 7th August), A radical passion, Comment is free, The Guardian, 
Retrieved 30th May 2014 from 
http://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2007/aug/07/comment.politics1  
Cameron, D. (2007b), Raising the bar, closing the gap, Launch of the first Green Paper 
in the Conservatives’ Opportunity Agenda, Delivered 20th November, Retrieved 30th May 
2014 from http://toryspeeches.files.wordpress.com/2013/11/david-cameron-raising-the-
bar-closing-the-gap.pdf  
Cameron, D. (2008), Fixing our broken society, Speech delivered in support of 
Conservative candidate Davena Rankin for the Glasgow East by-election, Delivered 8th 
July, Retrieved 30th May 2014 from  
http://conservativehome.blogs.com/torydiary/files/fixing_our_broken_society.pdf  
Cameron, D. (2009), The Big Society, Hugo Young lecture, Delivered 10th November, 
Retrieved 30th May 2014 from http://www.respublica.org.uk/item/ResPublica-mentioned-
in-Camerons-speech-ggtc  
Cameron, D. (2009b), Social enterprise can help training schemes change, Speech 
delivered to the Social Enterprise Coalition National Conference, Delivered 10th 
February, Retrieved 30th May 2014 from 
http://toryspeeches.files.wordpress.com/2013/11/david-cameron-social-enterprise-can-
help-training-schemes-change.pdf  
Campbell, K. (2004), Jacques Lacan and feminist epistemology, London: Routledge. 
Campbell, K. (2011), Caring and daring entrepreneurship research, Entrepreneurship 
and Regional Development: An International Journal, 23 (1-2): 37-47. 
Campbell-Barr, V. and Garnham, A. (2010), Childcare: a review of what parents want, 
Research report 66, Manchester: Equality and Human Rights Commission. 
Cantillon, R. (1755) Essai sur la nature du commerce en général, [1931], Edited and with 
an English translation by Henry Higgs for the Royal Economic Society, London: 
Macmillan and Company Limited. 
Cardon, M., Stevens, C., and Potter, R. (2011), Misfortunes or mistakes? Cultural sense-
making of entrepreneurial failure, Journal of Business Venturing, 26: 79–92.  
385 
 
Cardon, M. Zietsma, C., Saparito, P., Matherne, B., and Davies, C. (2005), A tale of 
passion: new insights into entrepreneurship from a parenthood metaphor, Journal of 
Business Venturing, 20: 23-45. 
Carland, J.W., Hoy, F., Boulton, W., and Carland, J.A. (1984), Differentiating 
entrepreneurs from small business owners: a conceptualization, Academy of 
Management Review, 9 (2): 354-359. 
Carmel, E. and Harlock, J. (2008), Instituting the ‘third sector’ as a governable terrain: 
partnership, procurement, and performance in the UK, Policy and Politics, 32 (2): 155-
171. 
Carter, N., and Silva, C. (2010), Women in management: delusions of progress, Harvard 
Business Review, 88 (3): 19-21. 
Carter, N., Garter, W., Shaver, K., and Gatewood, E. (2003), The career reasons of 
nascent entrepreneurs, Journal of Business Venturing, 18 (1): 13-39. 
Carter, S. (1989), The dynamics and performance of female-owned entrepreneurial firms 
in London, Glasgow, and Nottingham, Journal of Organisational Change Management, 2 
(3): 54-64. 
Carter, S. (1993), Female business owners: current research and possibilities for the 
future, in Allen, S. and Truman, C. (Eds.), Women in business: perspectives on women 
entrepreneurs, 148-160, New York: Routledge. 
Carter, S., Anderson, S. and Shaw, E. (2001), Women’s business ownership: a review of 
the academic, popular, and internet literature, Report to the Small Business Service, 
Glasgow: University of Strathclyde. 
Carter, S. and Shaw, E. (2006), Women’s business ownership: recent research and 
policy developments, Report to the Small Business Service, London: Department of 
Trade and Industry.  
Carter, S., Shaw, E., Lam, W., and Wilson, F. (2007), Gender, entrepreneurship, and 
bank lending: the criteria and processes used by bank loan officers in assessing 
applications, Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 31 (3): 427-444. 
Casanova, J. (2006), Religion, European secular identities, and European 
integration, Religion in an expanding Europe, 65-92, Retrieved 19th March 2014 from 
file:///C:/Users/User/Downloads/XLKRLX.pdf  
Casson, M. (1982), The entrepreneur: an economic theory, Oxford: Martin Robertson 
and Co. Ltd. 
Casson, M. and Godley, A. (2005), Entrepreneurship and historical explanation, in 
Cassis, Y. and Minoglou, I. (Eds.), Entrepreneurship in theory and history, 25-61, 
Basingstoke, Hampshire: Palgrave MacMillan.  
Catterall, M., Maclaren, P., and Stevens, L. (2006), The transformative potential of 
feminist critique in consumer research, Advances in Consumer Research, 33: 222-226. 
Caucutt, E., Guner, N., and Knowles, J. (2002), Why do women wait? Matching, wage 
inequality, and the incentives for fertility delay, Review of Economic Dynamics, 5: 815-
855. 
386 
 
Ceci, S. and Williams, W. (2010), Understanding current causes of women’s 
underrepresentation in science, Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 108 
(8): 3157-3162. 
Ceci, S. and Williams, W. (2010a), Sex differences in math-intensive fields, Current 
Directions in Psychological Science, 19 (5): 275-279. 
Cejka, M. and Eagly, A. (1999), Gender-stereotypic images of occupations correspond 
to the sex segregation of employment, Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 25: 
413-423. 
Certo,T. and Miller, T. (2008), Social entrepreneurship: key issues and concepts, 
Business Horizons, 51: 267-271. 
Chaganti, R. and Parasuraman, S. (1996), A study of the impacts of gender on business 
performance and management patterns in small business, Entrepreneurship Theory and 
Practice, 21 (2): 73-75. 
Chamberlain, L., Crowley, M., Tope, D., and Hodson, R. (2008), Sexual harassment in 
organizational context, Work and Occupations, 35: 262–295. 
Chandler, G. and Lyon, D. (2001), Issues of research design and construct 
measurement in entrepreneurship research: the past decade, Entrepreneurship Theory 
& Practice, 25 (4), 101–113. 
Chapman, R. (2012), Faith and belief in partnership: effective collaboration with local 
government, London: Local Government Association. 
Charity Commission (2013), What makes a ‘charity’?, London: Charity Commission. 
Charles, M. (2003), Deciphering sex segregation: vertical and horizontal inequalities in 
ten national labour markets, Acta Sociologica, 46: 267-287. 
Chell, E. (2000), Towards researching the ‘opportunistic entrepreneur’: a social 
constructionist approach and research agenda, European Journal of Work and 
Organisational Psychology, 9 (1): 63-80. 
Chell, E. (2007), Social enterprise and entrepreneurship: towards a convergent theory of 
the entrepreneurial process, International Small Business Journal, 25 (1): 5-26. 
Chell, E., Nicolopoulou, K., Karataṣ-Ӧzkan, M. (2010), Social entrepreneurship and 
enterprise: international and innovation perspectives, Entrepreneurship and Regional 
Development: An International Journal, 22 (6): 485-493. 
Chen, Z., Fiske, S., and Lee, T. (2009), Ambivalent sexism and power-related gender 
role ideology in marriage, Sex Roles, 60: 765-778. 
Cherlin, A. (2009), The marriage-go-round: the state of marriage and the family in 
America today, New York:  Knopf. 
Childs, S. (2010), A missed opportunity: women and the 2010 UK general election, IDS 
Bulletin, 41 (5): 109-115. 
Chiles, T., Vultee, D., Gupta, V., Greening, D., and Tuggle, C. (2010), The philosophical 
foundations of a radical Austrian approach to entrepreneurship, Journal of Management 
Inquiry, 19 (2): 138-164. 
387 
 
Chilton, P. (2005), Missing links in mainstream CDA: modules, blends and the critical 
instinct, in Wodak, R. and Chilton, P. (Eds.), A new agenda in (critical) discourse 
analysis, 19–52, Amsterdam: John Benjamins. 
Choi, N. and Majumdar, S. (2014), Social entrepreneurship as an essentially contested 
concept: opening a new avenue for systematic future research, Journal of Business 
Venturing, 29 (3): 363-376. 
Chowdhry, G. and Nair, S. (2002), Power, postcolonialism and international relations: 
reading race, gender and class, London: Routledge. 
Chrisman, J., Carsrud, J., DeCastro, J., and Herron, L. (1990), A comparison of 
assistance needs of male and female pre-venture entrepreneurs, Journal of Business 
Venturing, 5 (4): 235-248. 
Christie, M. and Honig, B. (2006), Social entrepreneurship: new research findings, 
Journal of World Business, 41 (1): 1-5. 
Clabby, J. and O’Connor, R. (2004), Teaching learners to use mirroring: rapport 
lessons from neurolinguistic programming, Family Medicine, 36 (8): 541-543.  
Clark, S. and Corcoran, M. (1986), Perspectives on the professional socialization of 
women faculty: a case of accumulative disadvantage? Journal of Higher Education, 57: 
20-43. 
Clarke, J. and Holt, R. (2010), The mature entrepreneur: a narrative approach to 
entrepreneurial goals, Journal of Management Inquiry, 19 (1): 69-83. 
Cliff, J. (1998), Does one size fit all? Exploring the relationship between attitudes 
towards growth, gender, and business size, Journal of Business Venturing, 13: 523-542. 
Coates, J. and Pichler, P. (2011), Language and gender: a reader, Second Edition, 
Oxford: Wiley-Blackwell. 
Cohen, D. (2010), Keeping men ‘men’ and women down: sex segregation, anti-
essentialism, and masculinity, Harvard Journal of Law and Gender, 509-553. 
Cohen, D. (2011, 2nd February), How my top government job left me almost penniless 
and unable to support my family, London Evening Standard, Retrieved 30th May 2014 
from http://www.standard.co.uk/lifestyle/how-my-top-government-job-left-me-almost-
penniless-and-unable-to-support-my-family-6563509.html  
Cohen, R. (2007), Social Investment Bank: its organisation and role in driving 
development of the third sector, London: Commission on Unclaimed Assets. 
Cohn, C., Kinsella, H., and Gibbings, S. (2004), Women, peace and security resolution 
1325, International Feminist Journal of Politics, 6 (1): 130-140. 
Collins, O. and Moore, D. (1964), The enterprising man, Michigan: Michigan State 
University. 
Community Organisers (2014), Meet Organisers, Retrieved 30th May 2014 from 
http://www.cocollaborative.org.uk/organisers?name=&postal_code=  
Community Organisers (2014b), Become a Community Organiser, Retrieved 30th May 
2014 from http://www.cocollaborative.org.uk/become-organiser  
ConDem (2010), Building the Big Society, Press Release, 18th May, Retrieved 12th June 
2014 from https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/building-the-big-society  
388 
 
Conservatives (2007), Social enterprise zones, London: Conservative Party. 
Conservatives (2008), A stronger society: voluntary action in the 21st century, 
Responsibility Agenda, Policy Green Paper number 5, London: Conservatives. 
Conservatives (2010a), Invitation to join the Government of Britain: the Conservative 
manifesto 2010, London: Conservative Party. 
Conservatives (2010b), Big Society not Big Government, London: Conservative Party. 
Conservatives (2010c), Building the Big Society, Retrieved 30th May 2014 from 
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/78979/buil
ding-big-society_0.pdf  
Constant, A. (2009), Businesswomen in Germany and their performance by ethnicity: it 
pays to be self-employed, International Journal of Manpower, 30 (1/2): 145-162. 
Connolly, C. and Kelly, M. (2011), Understanding accountability in social enterprise 
organisations: a framework, Social Enterprise Journal, 7 (3): 224-237. 
Cook, R., Belliveau, P., and Lentz, C. (2007), The role of gender in U.S. microenterprise 
business plan development, Journal of Small Business and Enterprise Development, 14 
(2): 241-251. 
Cope, J. (2005), Toward a dynamic learning perspective of entrepreneurship, 
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 29 (4): 373-398. 
Cope, J. (2005), Researching entrepreneurship through phenomenological inquiry: 
philosophical and methodological issues, International Small Business Journal, 23 (2): 
163-189. 
Cornelius, N., Todres, M., Janjuha-Jivraj, S., Woods, A., and Wallace, J. (2008), 
Corporate social responsibility and the social enterprise, Journal of Business Ethics, 81: 
355-370. 
Correll, S. (2001), Gender and the career choice process: The role of biased self-
assessments, American Journal of Sociology, 106 (6): 1691-1730. 
Correll, S., Benard, S., and Paik, I. (2007), Getting a job: is there a motherhood penalty?, 
American Journal of Sociology, 112 (5): 1297-1338. 
Cortina, L. (2008), Unseen injustice: incivility as modern discrimination in organizations, 
Academy of Management Review, 33 (1): 55-75. 
Cosgrove, F. and O’Neill, M. (2011), The impact of social enterprise on reducing 
reoffending, Durham University SASS, Research Briefing 4, Retrieved 20th May 2014 
from http://www.serif-foundation.org/publications.html  
Costin, Y. (2012), In pursuit of growth: an insight into the experience of female 
entrepreneurs, International Journal of Gender and Entrepreneurship, 4 (2): 108-127. 
Côté, J. (1996), Sociological perspectives on identity formation: the culture-identity link 
and identity capital, Journal of Adolescence, 19, 417-428. 
Côté, J. (1997), An empirical test of the identity capital model, Journal of Adolescence, 
20: 577-597. 
Côté, J. (2000), Arrested adulthood: the changing nature of maturity and identity, New 
York: New York University Press. 
389 
 
Côté, J. (2005), Identity capital, social capital, and the wider benefits of learning: 
generating resources facilitative of social cohesion, London Review of Education, 3 (3): 
221-237. 
Coupland, J. (2002), Conflicting discourses, shifting ideologies: pharmaceutical, 
‘alternative’, and feminist emancipator texts on the menopause, Discourse and Society, 
13 (4): 419-445. 
Craig, L. and Sawrikar, P. (2009), Work and family: How does the (gender) balance 
change as children grow?, Gender, Work, and Organisation, 16 (6): 684-709. 
Cranny-Francis, A., Waring, W., and Stavropoulos, K. (2003), Gender Studies: Terms 
and Debates, Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.  
Crompton, R., Brockman, C. and Lyonette, M. (2005), Attitudes, women’s employment, 
and the domestic division of labour: cross-national analysis in two waves, Work, 
Employment, and Society, 19 (2): 213-233.  
Crompton, R. and Clare, L. (2008), Who does the housework? The division of labour in 
the home, in Park, A., Curtis, J., Thompson, K., Phillips, M., Johnson, M., and Clery, E. 
(Eds.), British Social Attitudes: The 24th Report, London: Sage.  
Crompton, R. and Lyonette, C. (2005), The new gender essentialism - domestic and 
family ‘choices’ and their relation to attitudes, British Journal of Sociology, 56: 601–620. 
Cucciani, F. (1981), The gender revolution and the transition from bisexual horde to 
patrilocal band: the origins of gender hierarchy, in Ortner, S. and Whitehead, H. (Eds.), 
Sexual meanings: the cultural construction of gender and sexuality, 31-79, Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press. 
Cuddy, A., Fiske, S. and Glick, P. (2004), When professionals become mothers, warmth 
doesn’t cut the ice, Journal of Social Issues, 60 (4): 701-718. 
Cukier, W., Trenholm, S., Carl, D. and Gekas, G. (2011), Social entrepreneurship: a 
content analysis, Journal of Strategic Innovation and Sustainability, 7 (1): 99-119. 
Curtis, P. (2011, 24th May), 'Big society' tsar Lord Wei leaves post after less than a 
year, The Guardian, Retrieved 30th May 2014 from 
http://www.theguardian.com/politics/2011/may/24/big-society-lord-wei-leaves-post  
Dacin, P., Dacin, T., and Matear, M. (2010), Social entrepreneurship: why we don’t need 
a new theory and how we move forward from here, Academy of Management 
Perspectives, 24 (3): 37-57. 
Dacin, T., Dacin, P., and Tracey, P. (2011), Social entrepreneurship: a critique and 
future directions, Organisation Science, 22 (5): 1203-1213. 
da Costa, A. and Saraiva, L. (2012), Hegemonic discourses on entrepreneurship as an 
ideological mechanism for the reproduction of capital, Organisation, 19 (5): 587-614. 
Dafna, K. (2008), Managerial performance and business success: gender differences in 
Canadian and Israeli entrepreneurs, Journal of Enterprising Communities: People and 
Places in the Global Economy, 2 (4): 300-331. 
Dalborg, C., von Friedrichs, Y., and Wincent, J. (2012), Beyond the numbers: qualitative 
growth in women's businesses, International Journal of Gender and Entrepreneurship, 4 
(3): 289-315. 
390 
 
Dandeker, C. and Segal, M. (1996), Gender integration in armed forces: recent policy 
developments in the United Kingdom, Armed Forces and Society, 23 (1): 29-47. 
Dannefer, D. (2003), Cumulative advantage/disadvantage and the life course: cross-
fertilizing age and social science theory, Journal of Gerontology: Social Sciences, 58b 
(6): 5327-5337.  
Dart, R. (2004), The legitimacy of social enterprise, Nonprofit Management and 
Leadership, 14 (4): 411-424. 
Dart, R. (2004a), Being ‘business-like’ in a non-profit organisation: a grounded and 
inductive typology, Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 33 (2): 290-310. 
Dart, R., Clow, E., and Armstrong, A. (2010), Meaningful difficulties in the mapping of 
social enterprises, Social Enterprise Journal, 6 (3): 186-193. 
Datta, P. and Gailey, R. (2012), Empowering women through social entrepreneurship: 
case study of a women’s co-operative in India, Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 
36 (3): 569-587. 
Davis, B. (1991), The concept of agency: a feminist poststructuralist analysis, Social 
Analysis: The International Journal of Social and Cultural Practice, 30: 42-53.  
Davis, S. (2002), Social entrepreneurship: towards an entrepreneurial culture for social 
and economic development, Paper prepared for the Youth Employment Summit, 
September 7-11, Retrieved 19th April 2014 from http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.978868  
Davis, S. (2010), Is justice contextual? Married women’s perceptions of fairness of the 
division of household labour in 12 nations, Journal of Comparative Family Studies, 41 
(1): 19-39. 
Davis, A. and Shaver, K. (2012), Understanding gendered variations in business growth 
intentions across the life course, Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 36 (3): 495-512. 
Day, K. and Keys, T. (2008), Starving in cyberspace: a discourse analysis of pro-eating-
disorder websites, Journal of Gender Studies, 17 (1): 1-15. 
Deakin, H. and Wakefield, K. (2013), Skype interviewing: reflections of two PhD 
researchers, Qualitative Research, Published online 23rd May 2013, DOI: 
10.1177/1468794113488126 
Deakins, D. and Freel, M. (2006), Entrepreneurship and Small Firms, 4th Edition, 
London: McGraw Hill. 
de Beauvoir, S. (1949), The Second Sex, Reprinted 1989, New York: Vintage Books. 
de Bruin, A., Brush, C., and Welter, F. (2006), Introduction to the special issue: towards 
building cumulative knowledge on women’s entrepreneurship, Entrepreneurship Theory 
and Practice, 30 (5): 585-593. 
de Bruin, A., Brush, C., and Welter, F. (2007), Advancing a framework for coherent 
research on women’s entrepreneurship, Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 31 (3): 
323-340.  
de Clercq, D. and Voronov, M. (2009), Toward a practice perspective of 
entrepreneurship: entrepreneurial legitimacy as habitus, International Small Business 
Journal, 27 (4): 395-419. 
391 
 
de Clercq, D. and Voronov, M. (2011), Sustainability in entrepreneurship: a tale of two 
logics, International Small Business Journal, 29 (4): 322-344.  
Dees, G. (2001), The meaning of social entrepreneurship, Retrieved 30nd May 2014 from 
http://www.caseatduke.org/documents/dees_sedef.pdf  
Dees, G. and Anderson, B. (2003), Sector bending: blurring lines between non-profit and 
for-profit, Society, 40 (4): 16-27. 
Defourny, J. (2009), Concepts and realities of social enterprise: a European perspective, 
Collegium, 38: 73-98. 
Defourny, J. and Nyssens, M. (2008), Social enterprise in Europe: recent trends and 
developments, Social Enterprise Journal, 4 (3): 202-228. 
Defourny, J. and Nyssens, M. (2010), Social enterprise in Europe: at the crossroads of 
market, public policy, and third sector, Policy and Society, 29: 231-242. 
Degano, C. (2008), ‘Good’ and ‘bad’ subjects: ideology in social research, in Garzone, 
G. and Sarangi, S. (Eds.), Discourse, ideology, and specialised communication, 119-
140, Bern, Switzerland: Peter Lang AG. 
Delta/IFF (2010), Hidden social enterprises: why we need to look again at the numbers, 
London: Delta Economics. 
Dempsey, S. and Sanders, M. (2010), Meaningful work: non-profit marketisation and 
work/life imbalance in autobiographies of social entrepreneurship, Organization, 17 (4): 
437-459. 
Denfield Wood, J. and Petrigliari, G. (2005), Transcending polarisation: beyond binary 
thinking, Transactional Analysis Journal, 35 (1): 31-39. 
De Paola, M., Scoppa, V., and Lombardo, R. (2010), Can gender quotas break down 
negative stereotypes? Evidence for changes in electoral rules, Journal of Public 
Economics, 94: 344-353. 
Derrida, J. (1976), Of Grammatology, Translated by Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak, 
Originally published 1967, Baltimore, Maryland: The John Hopkins University Press.   
Desa, G. (2007), Social entrepreneurship: snapshots of a research field in emergence, 
paper presented at the 3rd International Social Entrepreneurship Research Conference, 
Frederiksberg, Denmark, 18th-19th June. 
Dey, P. and Steyaert, C. (2006), Keeping social entrepreneurship hybrid: towards a 
dangerous research agenda?, Paper presented at the 20th RENT conference, Brussels, 
23rd-24th November.  
Dey, P. and Steyaert, C. (2010), The politics of narrating social entrepreneurship, 
Journal of Enterprising Communities: People and Places in the Global Economy, 4 (1): 
85-108. 
Dey, P. and Steyeart, C. (2012), Social entrepreneurship: critique and the radical 
enactment of the social, Social Enterprise Journal, 8 (2): 90-107. 
Dhaliwal, S., Combly, S., Cundell, S., Lock, D., and Thomas, R. (2006), Training women 
to win, Guildford, Surrey: UniSdirect. 
392 
 
Dhamoon, R. (2011), Considerations on mainstreaming intersectionality, Political 
Research Quarterly, 64 (1): 230-243. 
Díaz García, C. and Carter, S. (2009), Resource mobilization through business owners’ 
networks: is gender an issue?, International Journal of Gender and Entrepreneurship, 1 
(3): 226-252. 
Díaz García, C. and Welter, F. (2013), Gender identities and practices: Interpreting 
women entrepreneurs’ narratives, International Small Business Journal, 31 (4): 384-404. 
Dick, P. And Hyde, R. (2002), Consent as resistance, resistance as consent: re-reading 
part-time professionals’ acceptance of their marginal positions, Gender, Work, and 
Organisation, 13 (6): 543-564. 
DiDomenico, M-L. (2008), ‘I’m not just a housewife’: gendered roles and identities in the 
home-based hospitality enterprise, Gender, Work, and Organisation, 15 (4): 313-332. 
DiDomenico, M-L., Haugh, H., and Tracey, P. (2009), The dialectic of social exchange: 
theorising corporate-social enterprise collaboration, Organization Studies, 30 (8): 887-
907. 
DiDomenico, M-L., Haugh, H., and Tracey, P. (2010), Social bricolage: theorising social 
value creation in social enterprises, Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 34 (4): 681-
703.  
Diekman, A. Goodfriend, W. and Goodwin, S. (2004), Dynamic stereotypes of power: 
perceived change and stability in gender hierarchies, Sex Roles, 50 (3/4): 201-215. 
Diekman, A., Johnston, A., and Loescher, A. (2013), Something old, something new: 
evidence of self-accommodation to gendered social change, Sex Roles, 68 (9-10): 550-
561. 
Diochon, M. and Anderson, A. (2009), Social enterprise and effectiveness: a process 
typology, Social Enterprise Journal, 5 (1): 7-29. 
Diochon, M. and Anderson, A. (2011), Ambivalence and ambiguity on social enterprise: 
narratives about values in reconciling purpose and practices, International 
Entrepreneurship and Management Journal, 7 (1): 93-109. 
Divine Chocolate (2015), 15 Divine years of working with Christian Aid to champion fairer 
trade, Retrieved 4th August 2015 from http://www.divinechocolate.com/uk/good-
stuff/news/2013/5/15-years-divine-working-christian-aid-champion-fairer-trade   
Dobscha, S. and Ozanne, J. (2001), An ecofeminist analysis of environmentally sensitive 
women using qualitative methodology: the emancipatory potential of an ecological life, 
Journal of Public Policy and Marketing, 20 (2): 201-214. 
Doeringer, M. (2010), Fostering social enterprise: a historical and international analysis, 
Duke Journal of Comparative and International Law, 20: 291-328. 
DoH (2006), No excuses. Embrace partnership now. Step towards change!, Report of 
the Third Sector Commissioning Taskforce, London: Department of Health.  
DoH (2011), Establishing social enterprises under the Right to Request Programme, 
London: The Stationery Office. 
393 
 
Doherty, B., Foster, G., Mason, C., Meehan, J., Meehan, K., Rotheroe, N. and Royce, M. 
(2009), Management for Social Enterprise, London: Sage. 
Dominelli, L. (2014), Citizenship or voluntarism: responding to the responders, 
Foundations of Science, Published online December 2014: DOI 10.1007/s10699-014-
9402-y 
Douglas, H. (2008) Creating knowledge: a review of research methods in three societal 
change approaches, Journal of Non-profit and Public Sector Marketing, 20 (2): 141-
163. 
Down, S. (2010), Enterprise, entrepreneurship and small business, London: Sage. 
Downing, S. (2005), The social construction of entrepreneurship: narrative and dramatic 
processes in the coproduction of organizations and identities, Entrepreneurship Theory 
and Practice, 29 (2): 185-204. 
Driscoll, K. and McFarland, J. (1989), The impact of a feminist perspective on research 
methodologies: social sciences, in Tomm, W. (Ed.), The effects of feminist approaches 
on research methodologies, Waterloo, Ontario: Wilfred Laurier University Press. 
Drucker, P. (1985), Innovation and entrepreneurship: practice and principles, New York: 
Harper and Row. 
DTI (2002), Social enterprise: a strategy for success, London: Department of Trade and 
Industry. 
DTI (2003), Public procurement: a toolkit for social enterprises, London: Department of 
Trade and Industry. 
DTI (2003b), A strategic framework for women’s enterprise, London: Department of 
Trade and Industry. 
DTI (2003c), A progress report on social enterprise: a strategy for success, London: 
Department of Trade and Industry. 
DTI (2004), Collecting data on social enterprise: a guide to good practice, London: 
Department of Trade and Industry. 
DTI (2004b), An introduction to Community Interest Companies, London: The Stationery 
Office. 
DTI (2005), The Regulator of Community Interest Companies, London: Department of 
Trade and Industry. 
du Bois, E., Kelly, G., Kennedy, E., Korsmeyer, C., and Robinson, L. (1987), Feminist 
scholarship: kindling in the groves of academe, Illinois: Illini Books.  
Duffy, J., Fox, S., Punnett, B., Gregory, A., Lituchy, T., Monserrat, S., Olivas-Luján, M., 
Santos, N., and Miller, J. (2006), Successful women of the Americas: the Same or 
different?, Management Research News, 29 (9): 552-572. 
du Gay, P. (2004), Against ‘Enterprise’ (but not against ‘enterprise’ for that would make 
no sense), Organisation, 11(1): 37-57.  
Dunn, M. (2007), British army leadership: is it gendered? Women in Management 
Review, 22 (6): 468-481. 
394 
 
du Rietz, A. and Henrekson, M. (2000), Testing the female underperformance 
hypothesis, Small Business Economics, 14: 1-10. 
Dzisi, S. (2008), Entrepreneurial activities in indigenous African women: a case of 
Ghana, Journal of Enterprising Communities: People and Places in the Global Economy, 
2 (3): 254-264. 
Eagly, A. and Carli, L. (2003), The female leadership advantage: an evaluation of the 
evidence, The Leadership Quarterly, 14: 807-834. 
Eagly, A., Johannesen-Schmidt, M., and van Engen, M. (2003), Transformational, 
transactional, and laissez-faire leadership styles: a meta-analysis comparing women 
and men, Psychological Bulletin, 129 (4): 569–591. 
 Eagly, A. and Carli, L. (2007), Women and the labyrinth of leadership, Harvard 
Business Review, September, 62-71. 
ECOTEC (2003), Mapping social enterprise: final report to the DTI social enterprise unit, 
London: ECOTEC Research and Consulting Ltd. 
Eddlestone, K. and Powell, G. (2008), The Role of Gender Identity in Explaining Sex 
Differences in Business Owners’ Career Satisfier Preferences, Journal of Business 
Venturing, 23: 244-256. 
Edwards, S. (2003), The significance of social enterprises in the reform of the British 
welfare state, University of Southampton, Faculty of Science: Geography, PhD Thesis, 
1-270. 
Egerton, M. and Mullen, K. (2008), Being a pretty good citizen: an analysis and monetary 
valuation of formal and informal voluntary work by gender and educational attainment, 
The British Journal of Sociology, 59 (1): 145-164.  
eGov Monitor (2007, 27th March), Social enterprise in health report launched, Retrieved 
12th January 2013 from http://www.careappointments.co.uk/care-
news/england/item/7404-  
Eikhof, D., Summers, J., and Carter, S. (2013), ‘Women doing their own thing’: media 
representations of female entrepreneurship, International Journal of Entrepreneurial 
Behaviour and Research, 19 (5): 547-564. 
Eisenstein, H. and Jardine, A. (1988), The Future of Difference, New Brunswick, NJ: 
Rutgers University Press. 
Elbow, P. (1993), The uses of binary thinking, Journal of Advanced Composition, 13 (1): 
51-78. 
Eliot, L. (2009), Pink brain, blue brain: how small differences grow into troublesome gaps 
and what we can do about it, New York: Houghton Mifflin Harcourt Publishing Company. 
Ellison, G., Barker, A. and Kulasuriya, T. (2009), Work and care: a study of modern 
parents, Manchester: EHRC. 
Ely, R. and Padavic, I. (2007), A feminist analysis of organisational research on sex 
differences, Academy of Management Review, 32 (4): 1121-1143. 
Emslie, C. and Hunt, K. (2009), ‘Live to work’ or ‘work to live’? A qualitative study of 
gender and work-life balance among men and women in mid-life, Gender, Work and 
Organisation, 16 (1): 151-172.  
395 
 
Engelstad, E. and Gerrard, S. (2005), Challenging situatedness, in Engelstad, E. and 
Gerrard, S. (Eds.), Challenging situatedness: gender, culture, and the production of 
knowledge, 1-26, Delft: Eburon.  
England, K. (1994), Getting personal: reflexivity, positionality, and feminist research, The 
Professional Geographer, 46 (1): 80-89. 
England, P. (1993), Preface, in England, P. (Ed.), Theory on gender: feminism on theory, 
xi-xii, New York: Aldine de Gruyter.  
England, P. (2003), Separative and soluble selves: dichotomous thinking in economics, 
in Ferber, M. and Nelson, J., (Eds.), Feminist economics today: beyond economic man, 
33-60, Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 
English, L. and Peters, N. (2011), Founders’ syndrome in women’s non-profit 
organisations: implications for practice and organisational life, Nonprofit Management 
and Leadership, 22 (2): 159-171.  
Equalities Review (2007), Fairness and freedom: the final report of the Equalities 
Review, London: The Equalities Review. 
Essers, C. (2009), New directions in post-heroic entrepreneurship: narratives of gender 
and ethnicity, in Clegg, S. and Stablein, R. (Eds.), Advances in Organisational Studies, 
Liber: Copenhagen Business School Press. 
Essers, C. and Benschop, Y. (2009), Muslim businesswomen doing boundary work: the 
negotiation of Islam, gender, and ethnicity within entrepreneurial contexts, Human 
Relations, 62 (3): 403-423. 
Esteé Lauder (2015), Advanced Night Repair, Retrieved 24th September 2015 from 
http://www.esteelauder.co.uk/product/681/26959/Product-Catalog/Skincare/Advanced-
Night-Repair/Synchronized-Recovery-Complex-II   
Estrin, S., Stephan, U., Vujić, S. (2014), Do women earn less even as social 
entrepreneurs?, CEP Discussion Paper 1313, London: The Centre for Economic 
Performance Publications Unit. 
Ettl, K. and Welter, F. (2012), Women entrepreneurs and success, in Galindo, M-A., and 
Ribeiro, D. (Eds.), Women’s entrepreneurship and economics: new perspectives, 
practices, and policies, 73-88, London: Springer.  
Eveline, J. (2005), Woman in the ivory tower: gendering feminised and masculinised 
identities, Journal of Organizational Change Management, 18 (6): 641-658. 
Ezzedeen, S. and Zikic, J. (2012), Entrepreneurial experiences of women in Canadian 
high technology, International Journal of Gender and Entrepreneurship, 4 91): 44-64. 
Fagenson, E. and Marcus, E. (1991), Perceptions of the se-role stereotypic 
characteristics of entrepreneurs: women’s evaluations, Entrepreneurship Theory and 
Practice, 15 (4): 33-47. 
Faith, W. (2004), Schematizing the maternal body: the cognitive linguistic challenge to 
poststructuralist valorisations of metonymy, metaphoric.de online journal, Retrieved 4th 
May 2014 from http://www.metaphorik.de/06/faith.pdf 
Fairclough, N. (2001), Language and power, Second Edition, Harlow, Essex: Pearson 
Education Ltd. 
396 
 
Fawcett (2012), The impact of austerity on women, Fawcett Society policy briefing: 
March 2012, Retrieved 4th May 2014 from 
http://www.fawcettsociety.org.uk/?attachment_id=407#sthash.AdguXzPm.dpbs  
Fayolle, A. Basso, O. and Bouchard, V. (2010), Three levels of culture and firms’ 
entrepreneurial orientation: a research agenda, Entrepreneurship and Regional 
Development: An International Journal, 22 (7-8): 707-730. 
Fehr, E. and Gӓchter, S. (1998), Reciprocity and economics: the economic implications 
of Homo Reciprocans, European Economic Review, 42: 845-859. 
Felício, A., Gonçalves, H., and da Conceição Gonçalves, V. (2013), Social value and 
organizational performance in non-profit social organizations: social entrepreneurship, 
leadership, and socioeconomic context effects, Journal of Business Research, 66: 2139-
2146. 
Fentener, R. with Daly, P., Foster, R., and James, M. (2008), Faith groups and 
government: faith-based organisations and government at local and regional levels, 
London: Community Development Foundation. 
Fenwick, T. (2002), Lady Inc.: women learning, negotiating subjectivity in entrepreneurial 
discourses, International Journal of Lifelong Education, 21 (2): 162-177. 
Ferber, M. and Nelson, J. (1993), Introduction, in Ferber, M. and Nelson, J. (Eds.), 
Beyond economic man: feminist theory and economics, 1-22, Chicago: Chicago 
University Press. 
Ferber, M. and Nelson, J. (2003), Introduction, in Ferber, M. and Nelson, J. (Eds.), 
Feminist economics today: beyond economic man, 1-32, Chicago: Chicago University 
Press. 
Fernandez-Mateo, I. (2009), Cumulative gender disadvantage in contract employment, 
American Journal of Sociology, 114 (4): 871-923. 
Ferraro, K. (1996), Women's fear of victimization: shadow of sexual assault?, Social 
Forces, 75 (2): 667-690. 
Fielden, S. and Dawe, A. (2004), Entrepreneurship and social inclusion, Women in 
Management Review, 19 (3): 139-142.  
Fielden, S., Davidson, M., Gale, A., and Davey, C. (2000), Women in construction: the 
untapped resource, Construction Management and Economics, 18 (1): 113-121. 
Fincher, R. (2004), From dualisms to multiplicities: gendered political practices, in 
Staeheli, L., Kofman, E., and Peake, L. (Eds.), Mapping women, making politics: feminist 
perspectives on political geography, Abingdon, Oxon.: Routledge.  
Fine, S. and Nevo, B. (2008), Too smart for their own good? A study of perceived 
cognitive overqualification in the workforce, The International Journal of Human 
Resource Management, 19 (2): 346-355.  
Fisher, G. (2012), Effectuation, causation, and bricolage: a behavioral comparison of 
emerging theories in entrepreneurship research, Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 
36 (5): 1019-1051.  
Flannery, M. (2001), Quilting: a feminist metaphor for scientific enquiry, Qualitative 
Inquiry, 7 (5): 628-645. 
397 
 
Fleck, E., Flegarty, C., and Neergaard, H. (2011), The politics of gendered growth, 
International Journal of Gender and Entrepreneurship, 3 (2): 164-173. 
Fletcher, D. (2006), Entrepreneurial processes and the social construction of opportunity, 
Entrepreneurship and Regional Development: An International Journal, 18: 421-440. 
Fletcher, D. (2007), ‘Toy Story’: The narrative world of entrepreneurship and the creation 
of interpretive communities, Journal of Business Venturing, 22: 649-672. 
Flinders, M. Matthews, F, and Eason, C. (2011), Are Public Bodies Still ‘Male, Pale and 
Stale’? Examining Diversity in UK Public Appointments 1997–2010, Politics, 31 (3): 129-
139. 
Fonow, M. and Cook, J. (2005), Feminist methodology: new applications in the academy 
and public policy, Signs, 30 (4): 2211-2236. 
Ford, E. (2013, 29th July), Spotlight on Apple amid new exploitation claims, The Times, 
Retrieved 16th February 2014 from 
http://www.thetimes.co.uk/tto/technology/article3828716.ece  
Foreman, P. and Whetten, D. (2002), Members’ identification with multiple-identity 
organisations, Organization Science, 13 (6): 618-635.  
Foschi, M. (1996), Double standards in the evaluation of men and women, Social 
Psychology Quarterly, 59: 237–254. 
Foss, L. (2010), Research on entrepreneur networks: the case for a constructionist 
feminist theory perspective, International Journal of Gender and Entrepreneurship, 2 (1): 
83-102. 
Foucault, M. (1972), The Archaeology of Knowledge, Originally Published 1969, London: 
Tavistock. 
Foucault, M. (1978), The History of Sexuality, Vol. I: An Introduction, Translated by 
Robert Hurley, New York: Pantheon Books. 
Fox Keller, E. (1995), Reflections on gender and science, 10th Anniversary Edition, New 
Haven, CT: Yale University Press.  
Francis, B. (2002), Relativism, realism, and feminism: an analysis of some theoretical 
tensions in research on gender identity, Journal of Gender Studies, 11 (1): 39-54. 
Frankenberry, N. (2004), Feminist approaches, in Anderson, S. and Clack, B. (Eds.), 
Feminist philosophy of religion: critical readings, 3-27, Abingdon, Oxon.: Routledge. 
Frazier, R. (2000), The subtle violations: abuse and the projection of shame, Pastoral 
Psychology, 48 (4): 315-336. 
Frederick, H. (2008), Introduction to special issue on indigenous entrepreneurs, Journal 
of Enterprising Communities: People and Places in the Global Economy, 2 (3): 185-191. 
Freedman, J. (2001), Feminism, Buckingham: Open University Press. 
Freenan, D. (2008), Women judges: gendering judging, justifying diversity, Journal of 
Law and Society, 35 (4): 490-519. 
French, M. (2008), From Eve to dawn: a history of women in the world, Volume 1, New 
York: The Feminist Press. 
398 
 
Frogget, L. and Chamberlayne, P. (2004), Narratives of social enterprise: from 
biography to practice and policy critique, Qualitative Social Work, 3 (1): 61–77.  
Frumkin, P. and Keating, K. (2011), Diversification reconsidered: the risks and rewards 
of revenue concentration, Journal of Social Entrepreneurship, 2 (2): 151-164. 
Fuegen, K., Biernat, M., Haines, E., and Deaux, K. (2004), Mothers and fathers in the 
workplace: how gender and parental status influence judgments of job-related 
competence, Journal of Social Issues, 60 (4): 737-754. 
Fulcher, M. (2010), Individual differences in children’s occupational aspirations as a 
function of parental traditionality, Sex Roles, 64 (1-2): 117-131. 
Furness, S. and Gilligan, P. (2012), Faith-based organisations and UK welfare services: 
exploring some ongoing dilemmas, Social Policy and Society, 11 (4): 601-612.  
Galera, G. and Borzaga, C. (2009), Social enterprise: an international overview of its 
conceptual evolution and legal implementation, Social Enterprise Journal, 5 (3): 210-228.  
Gannon, L. (1999), Women and aging: transcending the myths, New York: Routledge. 
Gartner, W. (2001), Is there an elephant in entrepreneurship? Blind assumptions in 
theory development, Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 25 (4): 27-39.  
Gartner, W. (2007), Entrepreneurial narrative and a science of the imagination, Journal 
of Business Venturing, 22 (5): 613-627. 
Gartner, W. (2010), A new path to the waterfall: a narrative on a use of entrepreneurial 
narrative, International Small Business Journal, 28 (1): 6-19. 
Gartner, W. and Birley, S. (2002), Introduction to the special issue on qualitative 
methods in entrepreneurship research, Journal of Business Venturing, 17: 387-395. 
Gash, V. (2009), Sacrificing their careers for their families? An analysis of the penalty to 
motherhood in Europe, Social Indicators Research, 93: 569-586. 
Gatewood, E., Brush, C., Carter, N., Greene, P., and Hart, M. (2009), Diana: a symbol 
for women entrepreneurs’ hunt for knowledge, money and the rewards of 
entrepreneurship, Small Business Economics, 32: 129-144. 
Gaunt, R. (2006), Biological essentialism, gender ideologies, and role attitudes: what 
determines parents’ involvement in childcare, Sex Roles, 55: 523-533. 
Gawell, M. (2013), Social entrepreneurship: innovative challengers, or adjustable 
followers?, Social Enterprise Journal 9 (2): 203-220. 
Gdansk, S. (2008), Supporting the environment for a thriving third sector, London: Office 
of the Third Sector. 
GEO (2008), Social enterprise: making it work for Black, Asian and minority ethnic 
women, London: Government Equalities Office. 
Gherardi, S. (1995), Gender, symbolism and organisational culture, London: Sage 
Publications Ltd.  
Giddens, A. (1998), The Third Way: the renewal of social democracy, Cambridge: Polity 
Press. 
399 
 
Giebelman, M. (2000), The non-profit sector and gender discrimination: a preliminary 
investigation into the glass ceiling, Nonprofit Management and Leadership, 10 (3): 251-
269. 
Gilbert, L. and Rader, J. (2002), Counselling and psychotherapy: gender, race/ethnicity, 
and gender, in Levy, N. and Makinster, B. (Eds.), Encyclopaedia of women and gender: 
sex similarities and differences, and the impact of society upon gender, Volume 1, 265-
277, London: Academic Press. 
Gill, R. and Ganesh, S. (2007), Empowerment, constraint and the entrepreneurial self: a 
study of white women entrepreneurs, Journal of Applied Communication Research, 35 
(3): 268-293. 
GLA (2007), Social enterprises in London: a review of London Business Survey 
evidence, London: GLAEconomics. 
Glick, P., Fiske, S., Mladinic, A., Saiz, J., Abrams, D., Masser, B., et al. (2000), Beyond 
prejudice as simple antipathy: hostile and benevolent sexism across cultures, Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 79: 763–775. 
Glick, P., and Fiske, S. (2001), An ambivalent alliance: hostile and benevolent sexism 
as complementary justifications for gender inequality, American Psychologist, 56: 109–
118. 
Goldin, C. (2006), The quiet revolution that transformed women’s employment, 
education, and family, The American Economic Review, 96 (2): 1-21. 
Golla, A., Malhotra, A., Nanda, P., and Mehra, R. (2011), Understanding and measuring 
women’s economic empowerment: definition, framework, and indicators, Washington 
DC: International Centre for Research on Women. 
Gordo, L. (2009), Why are women delaying motherhood in Germany? Feminist 
Economics, 15 (4): 57-75. 
Gordon, M. and Riger, S. (1991), The female fear: the social cost of rape, Chicago: 
University of Illinois Press. 
Goss, D. (2005), Schumpeter’s legacy? Interaction and emotions in the sociology of 
entrepreneurship, Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 29: 205-218. 
Goss, D. (2005a), Entrepreneurship and ‘the social’: towards a deference-emotion 
theory, Human Relations, 58 (5): 617-636. 
Granados, M., Hlupic, V., Coakes, E., and Mohamed, S. (2011), Social enterprise and 
social entrepreneurship research and theory: a bibliometric analysis from 1991 to 2010, 
Social Enterprise Journal, 7 (3): 198-218. 
Grant, S. (2008), Contextualising social enterprise in New Zealand, Social Enterprise 
Journal, 4 (1): 9-23. 
Grant, S. and Dart, R. (2008), The social construction of social enterprise, 8th 
International Conference of the International Society for Third Sector Research, 
Barcelona, July. 
Gray, J. (1992), Men are from Mars, women are from Venus, New York: Harper Collins 
Publishers Inc. 
400 
 
Gray, R. and Law, C. (2010), A job well done: social enterprise and the learning and 
skills sector: a partnership for the education, training, and employment of disabled 
people, Coventry: Young People’s Learning Agency. 
Greene, P., Hart, M., Gatewood, E., Brush, C., and Carter, N. (2003), Women 
entrepreneurs: moving front and centre: an overview of research and theory, Retrieved 
30th May 2014 from 
http://www.unm.edu/~asalazar/Kauffman/Entrep_research/e_women.pdf  
Gregory, A. and Milner, S. (2011), Fathers and work-life balance in France and the UK: 
policy and practice, International Journal of Sociology and Social Policy, 31 (1/2): 34-52. 
Grenier, P. (2009) Social entrepreneurship in the UK: from rhetoric to reality?, in Ziegler, 
R. (Ed.), An introduction to social entrepreneurship: voices, preconditions, contexts, 
Cheltenham: Edwards Elgar Publishing Limited. 
Grichnik, D., Smeja, A., and Welpe, I. (2010), The importance of being emotional: How 
do emotions affect entrepreneurial opportunity evaluation and exploitation?, Journal of 
Economic Behaviour and Organization, 76: 15–29. 
Griffin, G. (1996), Issues of power and conflict resolution in representing others, in 
Wilkinson, S. and Kirtzinger, C. (Eds.), Representing the Other: a feminism and 
psychology reader, 170-174, London: Sage Publications. 
Griffith, J. (2012), Social enterprise under New Labour and beyond: good ideas with the 
potential to become a disaster, Working paper, University of London: Centre for 
Institutional Studies, Retrieved 30th April 2014 from http://roar.uel.ac.uk/1455/ 
Griffiths, A., Dyer, S., Lord, S., Pardy, C., Fraser, I., and Eckermann, S. (2010), A cost-
effectiveness analysis of in-vitro fertilisation by maternal age and number of treatment 
attempts, Human Reproduction, 25 (4): 924-931. 
Grimes, M. (2010), Strategic sense making within funding relationships: the effect of 
performance measurement on organisational identity in the social sector, 
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 34(4): 763-783. 
Grimes, M., McMullen, J., Vogus, T., and Miller, T. (2013), Studying the origins of social 
entrepreneurship: compassion and the role of embedded agency, Dialogue, Academy of 
Management Review, 38 (3): 460-463.  
Groshev, I. (2002), Gender perceptions of power, Sociological Research, 41 (1): 5-20. 
Grubb, A. and Turner, E. (2012), Attribution of blame in rape cases: a review of the 
impact of rape myth acceptance, gender role conformity and substance use on victim 
blaming, Aggression and Violent Behaviour, 17 (5): 443-452. 
Gruber, J. (1998), The impact of male work environments and organizational policies 
on women's experiences of sexual harassment, Gender and Society, 12 (3): 301-320. 
Grunig, L. (2006), Feminist phase analysis in public relations: where have we been? 
Where do we need to be?, Journal of Public Relations Research, 18 (2): 115-140.  
Guclu, A., Dees, G., and Anderson, B. (2002), The process of social entrepreneurship: 
creating opportunities worthy of serious pursuit, Centre for the Advancement of Social 
Entrepreneurship, Duke University, Retrieved 30th April 2014 from 
http://www.caseatduke.org/documents/SEProcessDraft_FINAL.pdf 
401 
 
Gunnerud, B. (1997), Gender, place, and entrepreneurship, Entrepreneurship and 
Regional Development: An International Journal, 9 (3): 259-268. 
Gupta, V., Goktan, B., and Gunay, G. (2014), Gender differences in evaluation of new 
business opportunity: a stereotype threat perspective, Journal of Business Venturing, 29 
(2): 273-288. 
Gupta, V., Turban, D., Wasti, A., and Sikdar, A. (2009), The role of gender stereotypes in 
perceptions of entrepreneurs and intentions to become an entrepreneur, 
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 33 (2): 397-417. 
Gupta, V. and Turban, D. (2012), Evaluation of new business ideas: do gender 
stereotypes play a role?, Journal of Managerial Issues, 24 (2): 140-156. 
Gustafsson, S. (2001), Optimal age at motherhood: theoretical and empirical 
considerations of postponement of maternity in Europe, Journal of Population 
Economics, 14: 225-247. 
Gutek, B. and Morasch, B. (1982), Sex ratios, sex-role spill-over, and sexual harassment 
of women at work, Journal of Social Issues, 38 (4): 55-74. 
Hackman, M., Furniss, A., Hills, M., and Paterson, T. (1992), Perceptions of gender-
role characteristics and transformational and transactional leadership behaviours, 
Perceptual and Motor Skills, 75 (4): 311–319. 
Haines, E. and Kray, L. (2005), Self-power associations: The possession of power 
impacts women’s self-concepts, European Journal of Social Psychology, 35: 643-662. 
Hall, C. (1992), White, male, and middle class: explorations in feminism and history, 
Cambridge: Polity Press. 
Hall, K., Alcock, P., and Millar, R. (2012), Start-up and sustainability: marketisation and 
the Social Enterprise Investment Fund in England, Journal of Social Policy, 41 (4): 733-
749. 
Hallward-Driemeier, M. (2013), Enterprising women: expanding economic opportunities 
in Africa, Washington DC: The World Bank. 
Hamilton, E. (2013), The discourse of entrepreneurial masculinities (and femininities), 
Entrepreneurship and Regional Development: An International Journal, 25 (1-2): 90-99. 
Hanson, S. and Blake, M. (2009), Gender and entrepreneurial networks, Regional 
Studies, 43 (1): 135-149. 
Harding, R. (2004), Social enterprise: the new economic engine? Business Strategy 
Review, 15 (4): 39-43. 
Harding, R. (2007), GEM social entrepreneurship monitor UK 2006, London: London 
Business School. 
Harding, R. and Cowling, M. (2005), GEM social entrepreneurship monitor UK 2004, 
London: London Business School. 
Harding, R. and Harding, D. (2008), Social entrepreneurship in the UK, London: Delta 
Economics. 
Harding, H. (1993), Rethinking standpoint epistemology: what is strong objectivity?, in 
Alcoff, L. and Potter, E. (Eds.), Feminist epistemologies, 49-82, London: Routledge. 
402 
 
Harding, S. (1986), The science question in feminism, New York: Cornell University 
Press. 
Harding, S. (1991), Whose science? Whose knowledge?: Thinking from women’s lives, 
Milton Keynes: Open University Press. 
Haraway, D. (1988), Situated knowledges: the science question in feminism and the 
privilege of partial perspective, Feminist Studies, 14 (3): 575-599. 
Harries, R. (2013, 2nd October), Austerity government means a new approach to public 
services, The Guardian, Retrieved 30th May 2014 from 
http://www.theguardian.com/society/2013/oct/02/austerity-government-approach-public-
services-cuts  
Harrison, R. and Mason, C. (2007), Does gender matter? Women business angels and 
the supply of entrepreneurial finance, Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 31 (3): 
445-472.  
Hart, C. (2008), Critical discourse analysis and metaphor: toward a theoretical 
framework, Critical Discourse Studies, 5 (2): 91-106. 
Hart, J. (2006). Women and feminism in higher education scholarship: an analysis of 
three core journals, The Journal of Higher Education, 77: 40–61. 
Hart, J. and Metcalfe, A. (2010), Whose web of knowledge™ is it anyway? Citing 
feminist research in the field of higher education, The Journal of Higher Education, 81 
(2): 140-163. 
Hartmann, H. (1976), Capitalism, patriarchy and job segregation by sex, Signs, 1 (3): 
137-169. 
Haugh, H. (2005), A research agenda for social entrepreneurship, Social Enterprise 
Journal, 1 (1): 1-12. 
Haugh, H. and Kitson, M. (2007), The Third Way and the third sector: New Labour’s 
economic policy and the social economy, Cambridge Journal of Economics, 31: 973-
994. 
Hay-Gibson, N. (2009), Interviews via VoIP: benefits and disadvantages within a PhD 
study of SMEs, Library and Information Research, 33 (105): 39-50. 
Haynes, K. and Fearfull, A. (2008), Exploring ourselves: exploiting and resisting 
gendered identities of women academics in accounting and management, Pacific 
Accounting Review, 20 (2): 185-204. 
Hegewisch, A., Liepmann, H., Hayes, J., and Hartmann, H. (2010), Separate and not 
equal? Gender segregation in the labor market and the gender wage gap, Briefing 
paper, Washington, DC: The Institute for Women’s Policy Research. 
Heilman, M. (2001), Description and prescription: how gender stereotypes prevent 
women’s ascent up the organisational ladder, Journal of Social Issues, 57 (4): 657-674. 
Heilman, M (2012), Gender stereotypes and workplace bias, Research in Organisational 
Behaviour, 32: 113-135.  
Hemingway, C. (2005), Personal values as a catalyst for corporate social 
entrepreneurship”, Journal of Business Ethics, 60 (3): 233-49. 
403 
 
Henley, N. (1987), This new species that seeks a new language: on sexism in language 
and language change, in Penfield, J. (Ed.), Women and language in transition, 3-27, 
Albany: State University of New York Press. 
Henry, C., Foss, L., and Ahl, H. (2013), Parallel lines? A thirty-year review of 
methodological approaches in gender and entrepreneurship research, Paper presented 
to the International Small Business and Entrepreneurship (ISBE) Conference, Cardiff, 
November. 
Hesse-Bieber, S. (2007), The practice of feminist in-depth interviewing, in Hesse-Biber, 
S. and Leavy, P. (Eds.), Feminist research practice: a primer, 111-148, London: Sage 
Publications Ltd. 
Hewett, P. (2002), Social enterprise and co-operatives: 21st century businesses, Speech 
made to the NCVO Conference, London, February. 
Higgins, D. and Elliott, C. (2011), Learning to make sense: what works in entrepreneurial 
education, Journal of European Industrial Training, 35 (4): 345-367. 
Highhouse, W. and Yuce, P. (1996), Perspectives, perceptions and risk-taking 
behaviour, Organizational Behaviour and Human Decision Processes, 65: 159–167. 
 
Hill Collins, P. (2000), Black feminist thought: knowledge, consciousness, and the 
politics of empowerment, Second Edition, London: Routledge. 
Hill, R. and Levenhagen, M. (1995), Metaphors and mental models: sense-making and 
sense-giving in innovative and entrepreneurial activities, Journal of Management, 21 (6): 
1057-1074.  
Hills, G., Shrader, R., and Lumpkin, T. (1999), Opportunity recognition as a creative 
process, in Reynolds, P., Bygrave, W., Manigart, S., Mason, C. Meyer, G., Sapienza, H. 
et al. (Eds.), Frontiers of Entrepreneurship Research, 216–227, Wellesley, MA: Babson 
College. 
Hines, F. (2005), Viable social enterprise: an evaluation of business support to social 
enterprise, Social Enterprise Journal, 1 (1): 13-28. 
Hirsch, P. and Levin, D. (1999), Umbrella advocates versus validity police: a life-cycle 
model, Organization Science, 10 (2): 199-212. 
Hjorth, D. (2007), Lessons from Iago: narrating the event of entrepreneurship, Journal of 
Business Venturing, 22: 712-732. 
Hjorth, D. (2010), Ending essay: sociality and economy in social entrepreneurship, in 
Fayolle, A. and Matlay, H. (Eds), Handbook of research on social entrepreneurship, 
Cheltenham, Glos.: Edward Elgar Publishing Limited. 
Hjorth, D. (2013), Public entrepreneurship: desiring social change, creating sociality, 
Entrepreneurship and Regional Development, 25 (1-2): 34-51. 
Hjorth, D. and Steyaert, C., (2009), Entrepreneurship as disruptive event, in Hjorth, D. 
and Steyaert, C. (Eds.), The Politics and Aesthetics of Entrepreneurship: A Fourth 
Movements in Entrepreneurship Book, Cheltenham, Glos.: Edward Elgar Publishing 
Limited. 
HM Government (2010), The Compact, London: The Cabinet Office. 
404 
 
HM Government (2010b), Building a stronger civil society: a strategy for voluntary and 
community groups, charities and social enterprises, London: Office for Civil Society. 
HM Government (2011), Growing the social investment market: a vision and strategy, 
London: The Cabinet Office. 
HM Government (2012), Growing the social investment market: progress update, 
London: The Cabinet Office. 
HM Government (2013), Growing the social investment market: 2013 progress update, 
London: The Cabinet Office. 
HMRC (2011), Charities and corporation tax, Retrieved 30th April 2014 from 
http://www.hmrc.gov.uk/ct/clubs-charities-agents/charities.htm 
HM Treasury (1999), Enterprise and social exclusion, National strategy for 
neighbourhood renewal: Policy action team 3, London: The Stationery Office. 
HM Treasury (2000), Supporting children through the tax and benefit system, The 
modernisation of Britain’s tax and benefit system, 5, London: The Stationery Office. 
HM Treasury (2002), The role of voluntary and community sector in service delivery: a 
cross-cutting review, London: The Stationery Office. 
HM Treasury (2002b), Enterprise Britain: a modern approach to meeting the enterprise 
challenge, London: The Stationery Office. 
HM Treasury (2005), Enterprise and economic opportunity in deprived areas: a 
consultation on proposals for a Local Enterprise Growth Initiative, London: The 
Stationery Office. 
HM Treasury (2005b), Exploring the role of the third sector in public service delivery 
and reform, London: The Stationery Office. 
HM Treasury (2007), The future role of the third sector in economic and social 
regeneration: final report, London: The Stationery Office. 
HoC (2008), Public services and the third sector: rhetoric and reality, House of 
Commons Public Administration Select Committee: Eleventh Report of Session 2007-
2008, London: The Stationery Office. 
HoC (2010), Public Services (Social Enterprise and Social Value) Bill, Explanatory notes 
prepared by the Cabinet Office, London: The Stationery Office. 
Hodge, M. (2006), Commons debates, 18th July 2006, Retrieved 30th May 2014 from 
http://www.parliament.the-stationery-
office.co.uk/pa/cm200506/cmhansrd/vo060718/text/60718w0006.htm 
Holmes, J. and Schnurr, S. (2006), ‘Doing femininity’ at work: more than just relational 
practice, Journal of Sociolinguistics, 10 (1): 31-51. 
Holmes, M. (2007), What is gender? Sociological approaches, London: Sage 
Publications Ltd. 
Holmquist, C. (1997), Guest editorial, Entrepreneurship & Regional Development: An 
International Journal, 9:3, 179-182. 
405 
 
Holmquist, C. and Sundin, E. (1991), The growth of women’s entrepreneurship: push or 
pull factors, in Davies, L. and Gibb, A. (Eds.), Recent research in entrepreneurship, 
106-114, Aldershot: Avebury. 
Home Office (1998), Home Office awards £11 million to voluntary sector organisations, 
Press release 064/98, Retrieved 25th March 2013 from 
http://www.nationalarchives.gov.uk/ERORecords/HO/421/2/P2/ACU/VCUPRES.HTM  
Home Office (1998b), Compact: getting it right together, Compact on relations between 
Government and the voluntary and community sector in England, London: The 
Stationery Office. 
hooks, b. (1984), Feminist Theory: From Margin to Centre, Cambridge, MA: South End 
Press. 
hooks, b. (1990), Yearning: Race, Gender and Cultural Politics, Boston: South End 
Press. 
Hoogendoorn, B., Pennings, E., and Thurik, A. (2010), What do we know about social 
entrepreneurship: an analysis of empirical research, International Review of 
Entrepreneurship, 8 (2): 1-42. 
Hope, A. (2011), The body: a review and a theoretical perspective, in Jeanes, E., 
Knights, D., and Yancey Marrin, P. (Eds.), Handbook of gender, work and organisation, 
131-146, Chichester: John Wiley and Sons Ltd. 
Hopkins, L. (2010), Mapping the third sector: a context for social leadership, A report 
prepared for Clore Social Leadership Programme, London: The Work Foundation. 
Hopp, C. and Sonderegger, R. (2014), Understanding the dynamics of nascent 
entrepreneurship: prestart-up experience, intentions, and entrepreneurial success, 
Journal of Small Business Management, doi: 10.1111/jsbm.12107 
Hoselitz, B. (1951), The Early History of Entrepreneurship Theory, Explorations in 
Entrepreneurial History, 3 (4): 193-220. 
Hostick-Boakye, S. and Hothi, M. (2011), Grow your own: how local authorities can 
support social enterprise, London: Young Foundation.  
Howorth, C., Parkinson, C., and MacDonald, M. (2011), Discursive chasms: an 
examination of the language and promotion of social enterprise, in Southern, A. (Ed.), 
Enterprise, deprivation, and social exclusion: the role of small business in addressing 
social and economic inequalities, Abingdon, Oxon.: Routledge. 
Howson, R. (2006), Challenging hegemonic masculinity, Abingdon, Oxon.: Routledge. 
Hoyt, C. (2012), Gender bias in employment contracts: a closer examination of the role 
congruity principle, Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 48: 86-96. 
Hoyt, C., Simon, S., and Reid, L. (2009), Choosing the best (wo)man for the job: the 
effects of mortality salience, sex and gender stereotypes on leader evaluations, The 
Leadership Quarterly, 20: 233-246. 
Huarng, K-H., Mas-Tur, A., and Yu, T. (2012), Factors affecting the success of women 
entrepreneurs, International Entrepreneurship and Management Journal, 8: 487-497. 
406 
 
Hughes, K. and Jennings, J. (2012), Global women’s entrepreneurship research: 
diverse settings, questions and approaches, Cheltenham, Glos.: Edward Elgar 
Publishing Limited. 
Hughes, K., Jennings, J., Brush, C., Carter, S., and Welter, F. (2012), Extending 
women’s entrepreneurship research in new directions, Entrepreneurship Theory and 
Practice, 36 (3): 429-442. 
Humbert, A. (2012), Women as social entrepreneurs, Working Paper 72, Birmingham: 
Third Sector Research Centre. 
Humbert, A. and Drew, E. (2010), Gender, entrepreneurship, and motivational factors in 
an Irish context, International Journal of Gender and Entrepreneurship, 2 (2): 173-196. 
Humbert, A. and Drew, E. (2012), Explaining the position of women in entrepreneurship: 
a critical look at motherhood, Working Paper, Retrieved 9th May 2014 from 
http://academia.edu/2480092/Explaining_the_Position_of_Women_in_Entrepreneurship
_a_Critical_Look_at_Motherhood  
Humphries, M. and Grant, S. (2005), Social enterprise and re-civilization of human 
endeavours: re-socializing the market metaphor or encroaching colonization of the life 
world?, Current Issues in Comparative Education, 8 (1): 41-50. 
Hunnicutt, G. (2009), Varieties of patriarchy and violence against women: resurrecting 
‘patriarchy’ as a theoretical tool, Violence Against Women, 15 (5): 553-573. 
Hunt, C., Davidson, M., Fielden, S., and Hoel, H. (2010), Reviewing sexual harassment 
in the workplace – an intervention model, Personnel Review, 39 (5): 655-673. 
Hurd, N. (2014, 4th February), One year on: what impact has the Social Value Act had so 
far?, The Guardian, Retrieved 30th May 2014 from http://www.theguardian.com/social-
enterprise-network/2014/feb/04/public-services-social-value-act-nick-hurd  
Hurd, T. (1998), Process, content, and feminist reflexivity: one researcher’s exploration, 
Journal of Adult Development, 5 (3): 195-203. 
Hurley, A. (1999), Incorporating feminist theories into sociological theories of 
entrepreneurship, Women in Management Review, 14 (2): 54-62. 
Huysentruyt, M. (2014), Women's social entrepreneurship and innovation, OECD Local 
Economic and Employment Development (LEED) Working Papers, 2014/01, OECD 
Publishing. 
Hynes, B. (2009), Growing the social enterprise: issues and challenges, Social 
Enterprise Journal, 5 (2): 114-125. 
Hyrsky, K. (1999), Entrepreneurial metaphors and concepts: an exploratory study, 
International Small Business Journal, 18 (1): 13-34. 
Hytti, U. (2003), Stories of entrepreneurs: narrative construction of identities, Turku 
School of Economics and Business Administration: Finland, Retrieved 23rd June 2013 
from http://info.tse.fi/julkaisut/liite/Ae1_2003.pdf 
Hytti, U. (2005), New meanings for entrepreneurs: from risk-taking heroes to safe-
seeking professionals, Journal of Organisational Change Management, 18 (6): 594-611. 
IFF (2005), A survey of social enterprises across the UK: research report prepared for 
the SBS, London: Small Business Service. 
407 
 
IFF (2010), Social enterprise barometer, London: Department for Business, Innovation, 
and Skills. 
IFF (2011), BIS small business survey 2010, London: Department for Business, 
Innovation, and Skills. 
Ireland, D., Reutzel, C., and Webb, J. (2005), Entrepreneurship research in AMJ: what 
has been published, and what might the future hold? Academy of Management Journal, 
48 (4): 556-564. 
Imas, M., Wilson, N., and Weston, A. (2012), Barefoot entrepreneurs, Organization, 19 
(5): 563-585. 
Inmyxai, S. and Takahashi, Y. (2011), Determining the applicability of feminist theories 
by examining the mediation and moderation effects on non-economic performance in 
Lao micro, small, and medium-sized enterprises, Gender in Management: An 
International Journal, 26 (7): 457-482. 
Inspiring Impact (2013), A code of good impact practice, London: NCVO.  
Ipsos MORI (2012), Public perceptions of charity: a report for the Charities Act (2006) 
review, Retrieved 22nd March 2014 from 
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/79276/Ch
arities-Act-Review-2006-Public-Perceptions-of-charity.pdf  
Irigaray, L. (1989), Is the subject of science sexed?, in Tuana, N. (Ed.), Feminism and 
science, Translated by Carol Mastrangelo Bové, 58-67, Indiana: Indiana University 
Press. 
IWPR (2010), Separate and not equal? Gender segregation in the labour market and the 
gender wage gap, Institute for Women’s Policy Research, Briefing Paper C377, 
Retrieved 28th April 2014 from http://www.iwpr.org/publications/pubs/separate-and-not-
equal-gender-segregation-in-the-labor-market-and-the-gender-wage-gap  
Jack, S. and Anderson, A. (2002), The effects of embeddedness on the entrepreneurial 
process, Journal of Business Venturing, 17: 467-487.  
Jacques, R. (1992), Critique and theory building: producing knowledge ‘from the kitchen’, 
Academy of Management Review, 17 (3): 582-606. 
Jackson, B. (1985), Semiotics and legal theory, London: Routledge and Kegan Paul Ltd. 
Jackson, S. (2004), Differently academic? Developing lifelong learning for women in 
higher education, Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic Publishers. 
Jamali, D. (2009), Constraints and opportunities facing women entrepreneurs in 
developing countries: a relational perspective, Gender in Management: An International 
Journal, 24 (4): 232-251. 
Jawad, R., Mir, G., and Baker, C. (2009), Religion, social policy, and social capital in the 
UK: taking stock, engaging policy, Workshop report for Policy World (The UK Social 
Policy Association), Retrieved 19th March 2014 from 
http://www.williamtemplefoundation.org.uk/documents/Workshopreport6May.pdf  
408 
 
Jayasinghe, K., Thomas, D., and Wickramasinghe, D. (2008), Bounded emotionality in 
entrepreneurship: an alternative framework, International Journal of Entrepreneurial 
Behaviour and Research, 14 (4): 242-258. 
Jayawarna, D. Rouse, J. and Kitching, J. (2013), Entrepreneur motivations and life 
course, International Small Business Journal, 31 (1): 34-56. 
Jeffreys, S. (2010), The sex industry and business practice: an obstacle to women’s 
equality, Women’s Studies International Forum, 274-282.  
Jennings, J. and Brush, C. (2013), Research on women entrepreneurs: challenges to 
(and from) the broader entrepreneurship literature?, The Academy of Management 
Annals, 7 (1): 663-715.  
Jennings, J. and McDougald, M. (2007), Work-family interface experience and coping 
strategies: implications for entrepreneurship research and practice, Academy of 
Management Review, 32 (3): 747-760. 
Jessop, B. (2003), From Thatcherism to New Labour: neo-liberalism, workfarism, and 
labour market regulation, in Overbeek, H. (Ed.), The political economy of European 
unemployment: European integration and the transnationalisation of the (un)employment 
question, 137-153, London: Routledge.  
Jiao, H. (2011), A conceptual model for social entrepreneurship directed toward social 
impact on society, Social Enterprise Journal, 7 (2): 130-149. 
Johanisova, N., Crabtree, T., and Fraňková, E. (2013), Social enterprises and non-
market capitals: a path to degrowth? Journal of Cleaner Production, 38: 7-16.  
Johansson, A. (2004), Narrating the entrepreneur, International Small Business Journal, 
22 (3): 273-293. 
Johnston, R., Pattie, C., Dorling, D., Rossiter, D., Tunstall, H., and MacAllister, I. (1998), 
New Labour landslide – same old electoral geography? British Elections and Parties 
Review, 8 (1): 35-64. 
Jones, D. and Keogh, B. (2006), Social enterprise: a case of terminological ambiguity 
and complexity, Social Enterprise Journal, 2 (1): 11-26.  
Jones, D. and Keogh, B. (2006a), Social economy – identifying impact issues: a Scottish 
study, Paper presented to 29th ISBE conference, Cardiff, Wales, 31st October – 2nd 
November.   
Jones, D., Keogh, B., and O’Leary, H. (2007), Developing the social economy: Critical 
review of the literature, Edinburgh: Social Enterprise Institute. 
Jones, M., Coviello, N., and Tang, Y. (2011), International entrepreneurship research 
(1989-2009): a domain ontology and thematic analysis, Journal of Business Venturing, 
26: 632-659. 
Jones, R., Latham, J, and Betta, M. (2008), Narrative construction of the social 
entrepreneurial identity, International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behaviour and 
Research, 14 (5): 330-345. 
Joy, I., De Las Casas, L., and Rickey, B. (2011), Understanding the demand for and 
supply of social finance: research to inform the Big Society Bank, London : New 
409 
 
Philanthropy Capital in association with the National Endowment for Science, 
Technology and the Arts (NESTA). 
JRF (2004), Labour’s welfare reform: progress to date, London: Joseph Rowntree 
Foundation. 
Jun, H. (2010), Social justice, multicultural counselling, and practice: beyond a 
conventional approach, London: Sage Publications Ltd. 
Kabeer, N. and Natali, L. (2013), Gender equality and economic growth: is there a win-
win?, IDS Working Paper No. 417, Brighton: Institute of Development Studies.   
Kan, M. (2008), Measuring housework participation: the gap between ‘stylised’ 
questionnaire estimates and diary-based estimates, Social Indicators Research, 86: 381-
400. 
Kandiyoti, D. (1988), Bargaining with patriarchy, Gender and Society, 2 (3): 274-290. 
Karam, A. and Lovenduski, J. (2005), Women in Parliament: making a difference, in 
Ballington, J. and Karam, A. (Eds.), Women in Parliament: beyond numbers: a revised 
edition, 141-153, International Institute for Democracy and Electoral Assistance, 
Retrieved 30th May 2014 from http://www.idea.int/publications/wip2/upload/WiP_inlay.pdf 
Kargwell, S. (2008), Is the glass ceiling kept in place in Sudan? Gendered dilemma of 
the work-life balance, Gender in Management: An International Journal, 23 (3): 209-244. 
Katre, A. and Salipante, P. (2012), Start-up social ventures: blending fine-grained 
behaviours from two institutions for entrepreneurial success, Entrepreneurship Theory 
and Practice, 36 (5): 967-994. 
Kearney, C., Hisrich, R., and Roche, F. (2009), Public and private sector 
entrepreneurship: similarities, differences or a combination? Journal of Small Business 
and Enterprise Development, 16 (1): 26-46. 
Kelan, E. (2009), Gender fatigue: the ideological dilemma of gender neutrality and 
discriminisation in organisations, Canadian Jounral of Administrative Sciences, 26: 197-
210. 
Kelan, E. (2010), Gender logic and (un)doing gender at work, Gender, Work, and 
Organisation, 17 (2): 174-194.  
Kelan, E. and Jones, R. (2010), Gender and the MBA, Academy of Management 
Learning and Education, 9 (1): 26-43. 
Kelly, L., Burton, S. and Regan, L. (1994), Researching Women’s Lives or Studying 
Women’s Oppression? Reflections on What Constitutes Feminist Research, in Maynard,  
Kendall, J. and Knapp, M. (1995), A loose and baggy monster: boundaries, definitions 
and typologies, in Davis Smith, J. and Hedley, R. (Eds), An introduction to the voluntary 
sector, 66–95, London: Routledge. 
Kent, R. and Moss, S. (1994), Effects of sex and gender role on leader emergence, 
Academy of Management Journal, 37 (5): 1335-1346. 
Kerlin, J. (2010), A comparative analysis of the global emergence of social enterprise, 
Voluntas, 21: 162-179. 
Kettell, S. (2012), Religion and the Big Society: a match made in heaven?, Policy and 
Politics, 40 (2): 281-296. 
410 
 
Kimmel, E. and Crawford, M. (2002), Methods for studying gender, in Worrel, J. (Ed.), 
Encyclopaedia of women and gender, 749-758, London: Academic Press. 
Kimmel, J. (2006), Childcare, female employment, and economic growth, Community 
Development, 37 (2): 71-85. 
King, E. (2008), The effect of bias on the advancement of working mothers: 
disentangling legitimate concerns from inaccurate stereotypes as predictors of 
advancement in academe, Human Relations, 61 (12): 1677-1711.  
King, J-P. (2011, 14th June), Faith-based groups are too often just state welfare by 
another name, The Guardian, Retrieved 22nd March 2014 from 
http://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/belief/2011/jun/14/faith-based-groups-state-
welfare  
Kirkwood, J. (2009), Motivational factors in a push-pull theory of entrepreneurship, 
Gender in Management: An International Journal, 24 (5): 346-364. 
Kirkwood, J. and Walton, S. (2010), What motivates ecopreneurs to start businesses?, 
International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behaviour and Research, 16 (3): 204-228.  
Kirzner, I. (1980), Perception, opportunity, and profit: studies in the theory of 
entrepreneurship, Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 
Kisfalvi, V. (2002), The entrepreneur’s character, life issues, and strategy-making: a 
field study, Journal of Business Venturing, 17: 489-518. 
Kisruck, G., and Beamish, P. (2010), The interplay of form, structure and embeddedness 
in social intrapreneurship, Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 34 (4): 735-761. 
Kittay, E. (1988), Woman as metaphor, Hypatia, 3 (2): 63-86. 
Kjeldstad, R. and Nymoen, E. (2010), Underemployment in a gender segregated labour 
market, Discussion paper 613, Research Statistics Department Norway, Retrieved 30th 
April 2014 from http://ideas.repec.org/p/ssb/dispap/613.html 
Klages, M. (2006), Literary theory: a guide for the perplexed, London: Continuum 
International Publishing Ltd. 
Knight, F. (1921), Risk, uncertainty, and profit, New York: Hart, Schaffner, and Marks. 
Ko, S. (2012), Viability of social enterprises: the spill-over effect, Journal of Social 
Enterprise, 8 (3): 251-263. 
Kobayashi, A., Peake, L., Benenson, H., and Pickles, K. (1994), Placing women and 
work, in Kobayashi, A. (Ed.), Women, work, and place, Montreal: McGill-Queens Press.  
Koenig, A., Eagly, A., Mitchell, A., and Ristikari, T. (2011), Are leader stereotypes 
masculine? A meta-analysis of three research paradigms, Psychological Bulletin, 137 
(4):  616–642.  
Koggel, C. (2003), Globalisation and women’s paid work: expanding freedom? Feminist 
Economics, 9 (2-3): 163-183. 
Koller, V. (2004), Metaphor and gender in business media discourse: a critical cognitive 
study, Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan. 
Koller, V. (2008), CEOs and ‘working gals’: the textual representation and cognitive 
conceptualisation of businesswomen in different discourse communities, in Harrington, 
411 
 
K., Litosseliti, L., Sauntson, H., and Sunderland, J. (Eds.), Gender and language 
research methodologies, 211-226, Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan. 
Kolstad, I. and Viig, A. (2013), Is it both what you know and who you know? Human 
capital, social capital, and entrepreneurial success, Journal of International 
Development, 25: 626–639. 
Korsgaard, S. (2011), Entrepreneurship as translation: understanding entrepreneurial 
opportunities through actor-network theory, Entrepreneurship and Regional 
Development: An International Journal, 23 (7-8): 661-680. 
Kowaleski-Wallace, E. (2009), Encyclopaedia of Feminist Literary Theory, Abingdon, 
Oxon: Routledge. 
Kray, L., Thompson, L., and Galinsky, A. (2001), Battle of the sexes: gender stereotypes 
confirmation and reactance in negotiations, Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, 80 (6): 942-958. 
Krishnan, H. (2009), What causes turnover of women on top management teams? 
Journal of Business Research, 62: 1181-1186. 
Kulich, C., Trojanowski, G., Ryan, M., Haslam, A., and Renneboog, L. (2011), Who gets 
the carrot and who gets the stick? Evidence of gender disparities in executive 
remuneration, Strategic Management Journal, 32: 301-321. 
Kvasny, L. Greenhill, A. and Trauth, E. (2005), Giving voice to feminist projects in 
Management Information Systems research, International Journal of Technology and 
Human Interaction, 1 (1): 1-18. 
Kwong, C., Jones-Evans, D., Thompson, P. (2012), Differences in perceptions of access 
to finance between potential male and female entrepreneurs: evidence from the UK, 
International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behaviour and Research, 18 (1): 75-97.  
Kwong, C., Thompson, P., Jones-Evans, D., and Brooksbank, D. (2009), Nascent 
entrepreneurial activity within female ethnic minority groups, International Journal of 
Entrepreneurial Behaviour and Research, 15 (3): 262-281. 
Labour (1997), New Labour: because Britain deserves better, The Labour Party 
Manifesto 1997, London: Labour Party. 
Labour (2001), Ambitions for Britain, The Labour Party Manifesto 2001, London: Labour 
Party. 
Lafuente, F., Lafuente, A., Guzmann-Parra, V., and Lafuente, J. (2013), Key factors for 
entrepreneurial success Management Decision, 51 (10): 1932-1944. 
Lakoff, R. (1973), Language and woman’s place, Language in Society, 2 (1): 45-80. 
Lambie-Mumford, H. and Jarvis, D. (2012), The role of faith-based organisations in the 
Big Society: opportunities and challenges, Policy Studies, 33 (3): 249-262. 
Landström, H. (2005), Pioneers in entrepreneurship and small business research, 
International studies in entrepreneurship, Volume 8, Boston: Springer Science and 
Business Media Inc. 
Lane, E. (2010), Q&A: Government spending review, BBC News, Retrieved 30th May 
2014 from http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/business-10810962    
412 
 
Lane, M. and Casile, M. (2011), Angels on the head of a pin: the SAC framework for 
performance measurement in social entrepreneurship ventures, Social Enterprise 
Journal, 7 (3): 238-258. 
Langowitz, N. and Minitti, M. (2007), The entrepreneurial propensity of women, 
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 31 (3), 341–364. 
Langowitz, N. and Morgan, C. (2003), Women entrepreneurs: breaking through the glass 
barrier, in Butler, J. (Ed.), New perspectives on women entrepreneurs, 101-119, 
Connecticut: Information Age Publishing.  
Laqueur, T. (1990), Making sex: body and gender from the Greeks to Freud, Cambridge, 
MA: Harvard University Press. 
Lasch F. and Yami, S. (2008), The nature and focus of entrepreneurship research in 
France over the last decade: a French touch?, Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 32 
(2): 339-360. 
Lau, G., Kay, A., and Spencer, S. (2008), Loving those who justify inequality: the effects 
of system threat on attraction to women who embody benevolent sexist ideals, 
Psychological Science, 19 (1): 20-21. 
Lautermann, C. (2013), The ambiguities of (social) value creation: towards an extended 
understanding of entrepreneurial value creation for society, Social Enterprise Journal, 9 
(2): 184-202. 
Lazar, M. (2005), Politicising gender in discourse: feminist critical discourse analysis as 
political perspective and practice, in Lazar, M. (Ed.), Feminist critical discourse analysis: 
gender, power and ideology in discourse, 1-30, Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan. 
Lazar, M. (2007), Feminist critical discourse analysis: articulating a feminist discourse 
praxis, Critical Discourse Studies, 4 (2): 141-164. 
Leadbeater, C. (1997), The rise of the social entrepreneur, London: Demos. 
Leadbeater, C. (2007), Social enterprise and social innovation: strategies for the next 
ten years, London: Office of the Third Sector. 
Leahy, M. and Doughney, J. (2006), Women, work and preference formation: a critique 
of Catherine Hakim’s preference theory, Journal of Business Systems, Governance 
and Ethics, 1 (1): 37-48. 
Leaker, D. (2008), The gender pay gap in the UK, Economic and Labour Market Review, 
2 (4): 19-24. 
Lechner, C. and Dowling, M. (2003), Firm networks: external relationships as source 
for the growth and competitiveness of entrepreneurial firms, Entrepreneurship and 
Regional Development, 15 (1): 1-26. 
Leck, R. (2012), Anti-essentialist feminism versus misogynist sexology in fin de siècle 
Vienna, Modern Intellectual History, 9 (1): 33-60. 
Lee, S., Florida, R., and Acs, Z. (2004), Creativity and entrepreneurship: a regional 
analysis of new firm formation, Regional Studies, 38 (8), 879–891. 
Leech, G. (1974), Semantics, New York: Penguin. 
413 
 
Leffler, E. (2012), Entrepreneurship in schools and the invisibility of gender: a Swedish 
context, in Burger-Helmchen, T. (Ed.), Entrepreneurship – gender, geographies, and 
social context, Strasbourg, France: InTech. 
Lehner, O. and Kansikas, J. (2012), Opportunity recognition in social entrepreneurship: a 
thematic meta-analysis, The Journal of Entrepreneurship, 21 (1): 25-58. 
le Marquand, C. (2011), The Church in the Big Society: analysing the government’s big 
idea, Oxford: Nexus, Emmanuel Church.  
Le-May Sheffield, S. (2004), Women and science: social impact and interaction, Santa 
Barbara, California: ABC Clio Inc. 
León, F. (2012), Reciprocity and public support for the redistributive role of the State, 
Journal of European Social Policy, 22 (2): 198-215. 
Leonard, P. (2002), Organising gender: looking at metaphors as frames of meaning in 
gender/organisational texts, Gender, Work and Organisation, 9 (1): 60-80.  
Leung, A. (2011), Motherhood and entrepreneurship: gender role identity as a resource, 
International Journal of Gender and Entrepreneurship, 3 (3): 254-264. 
Leutner, F., Ahmetoglub, G., Akhtar, R., and Chamorro-Premuzic, T. (2014), The 
relationship between the entrepreneurial personality and the Big Five personality traits, 
Personality and Individual Differences, 63: 58–63.  
Levent, T., Masurel, E., and Nijcamp, P. (2003), Diversity in entrepreneurship: ethnic and 
female roles in urban economic life, International Journal of Social Economics, 30 (11): 
1131-1161. 
Levie, J. and Hart, M. (2011), Business and social entrepreneurs in the UK: gender, 
context and commitment, International Journal of Gender and Entrepreneurship, 3 (3): 
200-217. 
Levitas, R., Pantazis, C., Fahmy, E., Gordon, D., Lloyd, E., and Patsios, D. (2007) The 
multi-dimensional analysis of social exclusion, Bristol: Bristol Institute for Public Affairs. 
Lewis, P. (2006), The quest for invisibility: female entrepreneurs and the masculine norm 
of entrepreneurship, Gender, Work and Organization, 13 (5): 453-469. 
Lewis, P. (2010), ‘Mumpreneurs’: revealing the postfeminist entrepreneur, in Lewis, E. 
and Simpson, R. (Eds.), Revealing and Concealing Gender: Issues of Visibility in 
Organizations, 124-138, Basingstoke, Hants.: Palgrave Macmillan.  
Lewis, P. (2013), The search for an authentic entrepreneurial identity: difference and 
professionalism among women business owners, Gender, Work, and Organisation, 20 
(3): 252-266. 
Li, X. (2010), Discrimination, comparative advantage, and work-life balance choices, 
Retrieved 30th May 2014 from 
http://www.wise.xmu.edu.cn/Labor2010/Files/Labor2010_XiaLi_Paper.pdf 
Liberal Democrats (2010), Voluntary sector and volunteering, Consultation paper 99, 
Liberal Democrats Policy Consultation, London: Liberal Democrats. 
414 
 
Limerick, B. and O’Leary, J. (2006), Reinventing or recycling? Examples of feminist 
qualitative research informing the management field, Qualitative Research in 
Organisations and Management, 1 (2): 98-112. 
Linehan, M. and Scullion, H. (2008), The development of female global managers: the 
role of mentoring and networking, Journal of Business Ethics, 83: 29-40. 
Linstead, S. (2000), Comment: gender blindness or gender suppression? A comment on 
Fiona Wilson’s research note, Organization Studies, 21 (1): 297-303. 
Lirio, P., Lituchy, T., Monserrat, S., Olivas-Lujan, M., Duffy, J., Fox, S., Gregory, A., 
Punnett, B.J., and Santos, N. (2007), Exploring career-life success and family social 
support of successful women in Canada, Argentina, and Mexico, Career Development 
International, 12 (1): 28-50.  
Lloyd, M. (2005), Beyond Identity Politics: Feminism, Power and Politics, London: Sage 
Publications Ltd. 
Lockyer, J. and George, S. (2012), What women want: barriers to female 
entrepreneurship in the West Midlands, International Journal of Gender and 
Entrepreneurship, 4 (2): 179-195. 
Longino, H. (1989), Can there be a feminist science? in Tuano, N. (Ed.), Feminism and 
science, 45-58, Indiana: Indiana University Press. 
Longenecker, J., McKinney, J., and Moore, C. (2004), Religious intensity, evangelical 
Christianity, and business ethics: an empirical study, Journal of Business Ethics, 55: 
373-386. 
Loscocco, K. and Bird, S. (2012), Gendered paths: why women lag behind men in small 
business success, Work and Occupations, 39 (2): 183-219.  
Loscocco, K. and Waltzer, S. (2013), Gender and the culture of heterosexual marriage in 
the United States, Journal of Family Theory and Review, 5: 1-14. 
Low, M. (2001), The adolescence of entrepreneurship research: specification of purpose, 
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 25 (4): 17-25. 
Low, M. and MacMillan, I. (1988), Entrepreneurship: past research and future 
challenges, Journal of Management, 14 (2): 139-161. 
Low Pay Commission (2008) National Minimum Wage: Low Pay Commission Report 
2008, London: The Stationery Office. 
Lun, J., Sinclair, S., and Cogburn, C. (2009), Cultural stereotypes and the self: a closer 
examination of implicit self-stereotyping, Basic and Applied Social Psychology, 31 (2): 
117-127. 
Lyon, F. and Fernandez, H. (2012), Strategies for scaling up social enterprise: lessons 
from early years providers, Social Enterprise Journal, 8 (1): 63-77. 
Lyon, F. and Humbert, A. (2012), Gender balance in the governance of social enterprise, 
Local Economy, 27 (8): 831-845. 
Lyon, F. and Sepulveda, L. (2009), Mapping social enterprises: past approaches, 
challenges and future directions, Social Enterprise Journal, 5 (1): 83-94. 
415 
 
Lyon, F., Teasdale, S., and Baldock, R. (2010), Approaches to measuring the scale of 
the social enterprise sector in the UK, Working Paper 43, Birmingham: Third Sector 
Research Centre. 
Maase, S. and Bossink, B. (2010), Factors that inhibit partnering for social start-up 
enterprises, Journal of Enterprising Communities: People and Places in the Global 
Economy, 4 (1): 68-84. 
Macalister, T. (2013, 23rd June), Starbucks pays corporation tax in UK for first time in five 
years, The Guardian, Retrieved 16th February 2014 from 
http://www.theguardian.com/business/2013/jun/23/starbucks-pays-corporation-tax   
Machin, J. and Ellis Paine, A. (2008), Management matters: a national survey of 
volunteer management capacity, London: Institute for Volunteering Research. 
MacKinnon, C. (1979), Sexual harassment of working women: a case of sex 
discrimination, New Haven: Yale University Press. 
MacMillan, K. (1996), Giving voice: the participant takes issue, in Wilkinson, S. and 
Kirtzinger, C. (Eds.), Representing the Other: a feminism and psychology reader, 141-
146, London: Sage Publications. 
Maguire, P. (1996) Considering more feminist participatory research: what’s congruency 
got to do with it? Qualitative Inquiry, 2 (1): 106–118.  
Maher, J., Fraser, S., and Wright, J. (2010), Framing the mother: childhood obesity, 
maternal responsibility and care, Journal of Gender Studies, 19 (3): 233-247. 
Maheshwari, A., Porter, M., Shetty, A., and Bhattacharya, S. (2008), Women’s 
awareness and perceptions of delay in childbearing, Fertility and Sterility, 90 (4): 1036-
1042. 
Mahmood, S. (2011), Microfinance and women entrepreneurs in Pakistan, International 
Journal of Gender and Entrepreneurship, 3 (3): 265-274. 
Mair, J. (2010), Social entrepreneurship: taking stock and looking ahead, in Fayolle, A. 
and Matlay, H. (Eds.), Handbook of research on social entrepreneurship, 15-28, 
Cheltenham, Glos.: Edward Elgar Publishing Limited. 
Mair, J. and Martí, I. (2006), Social entrepreneurship research: a source of explanation, 
prediction, and delight, Journal of World Business, 41: 36-44. 
Mair, J. and Martí, I. (2007), Entrepreneurship for social impact: encouraging market 
access in rural Bangladesh, Corporate Governance, 7 (4): 493-501. 
Mair, J. and Noboa, E. (2006), Social entrepreneurship: how intentions to create a social 
venture are formed, in Mair, J. Robinson, J. and Hockerts, K. (Eds.), Social 
Entrepreneurship, 121–135, London: Palgrave MacMillan.  
Mair, J. and Schoen, O. (2005), Social entrepreneurial business models: an exploratory 
study, Working Paper 610, IESE Business School, University of Navarra, Retrieved 30th 
May 2014 from http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=875816  
Malleson, K. (2003), Justifying gender equality on the bench: why difference won't do, 
Feminist Legal Studies, 11: 1–24. 
Malsen, H. (1997), The thin woman: feminism, post-structuralism, and the social 
psychology of anorexia nervosa, London: Routledge. 
416 
 
Manfredi, F. (2005), Social responsibility in the concept of the social enterprise as a 
cognitive system, International Journal of Public Administration, 28: 835-848. 
Mann, S. and Huffman, D. (2005), The decentering of second wave feminism and the 
rise of the third wave, Science and Society, 69 (1): 56-91. 
Manyak, T. and Wasswa Katono, I. (2010), Conflict management style in Uganda: a 
gender perspective, Gender in Management: an International Journal, 25 (6): 509-521.  
Marks, L. and Hunter, D. (2007), Social enterprises and the NHS: changing patterns of 
ownership and accountability, London: UNISON. 
Marlow, S. (2002), Women and self employment: a part of or apart from theoretical 
construct?, Entrepreneurship and Innovation,  3 (2): 83-91. 
Marlow, S. (2006), Enterprising futures or dead-end jobs? Women, self-employment, and 
social exclusion, International Journal of Manpower, 27 (6): 588-600. 
Marlow, S., Carter, S., and Shaw, E. (2008), Constructing female entrepreneurship 
policy in the UK: is the US a relevant benchmark? Environment and Planning C: 
Government and Policy, 26: 335-351. 
Marlow, S., Henry, C., and Carter, S. (2009), Exploring the impact of gender upon 
women’s business ownership, International Small Business Journal, 27 (2): 139-148. 
Marlow, S., Hart, M., Levie, J., and Shamsul, M. (2011), Women in enterprise: a different 
perspective, Inspiring women in enterprise: RBS Group, Retrieved 30th May 2014 from 
http://www.inspiringenterprise.rbs.com/resources/research-publications?page=1    
Marlow, S. and McAdam, M. (2012), Analysing the influence of gender upon high 
technology venturing within the context of business incubation, Entrepreneurship Theory 
and Practice, 36 (4): 655-676. 
Marlow, S. and Patton, D. (2005), All credit to men?: entrepreneurship, finance and 
gender, Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 29: 717-735. 
Martin, D. (2011, 1st May), Business Links to close by November as government unveils 
new support measures, Retrieved 30th May 2014 from 
http://www.businesszone.co.uk/topic/business-trends/business-links-close-november-
government-unveils-new-support-measures/32492  
Martin, J. (2000), Hidden gendered assumptions in mainstream organizational theory 
and research, Journal of Management Inquiry, 9 (2): 207-216. 
Martin, P. (2003), ‘Said and done’ versus ‘saying and doing’: gendering practices, 
practicing gender at work, Gender and Society, 17 (3): 342-366. 
Martin, C. and Ruble, D. (2010), Patterns of gender development, Annual Review of 
Psychology, 61: 353-381. 
Martin, D. with Catto, R. (2012), The religious and the secular, in Woodhead, L. and 
Catto, R. (Eds.), Religion and change in modern Britain, 373-390, London: Routledge. 
Martin, F. and Thompson, M. (2010), Social enterprise developing sustainable 
businesses, Basingstoke, England: Palgrave Macmillan. 
Mason, C. (2012), Up for grabs: a critical discourse analysis of social entrepreneurship 
discourse in the United Kingdom, Social Enterprise Journal, 8 (2): 123-140. 
417 
 
Mason, C. and Harvey, C. (2013), Entrepreneurship: contexts, opportunities, and 
processes, Business History, 55 (1): 1-8.  
Mason, C., Kirkbride, J., and Bryde, D. (2007), From stakeholders to institutions: the 
changing face of social enterprise governance theory, Management Decision, 45 (2): 
284-301. 
Mason, T. (2011, 3rd February), 'Vanguard community' Liverpool drops out of Big Society 
programme, Retrieved 30th May 2014 from 
http://www.civilsociety.co.uk/governance/news/content/8225/vanguard_community_liver
pool_drops_out_of_big_society_programme  
Mathew, V. (2010), Women’s entrepreneurship in the Middle East: understanding 
barriers and use of ICT for entrepreneurship development, International 
Entrepreneurship and Management Journal, 6 (2): 163-181. 
Matlay, H. (2005), Researching entrepreneurship and education: Part 1: what is 
entrepreneurship and does it matter?, Education and Training, 47 (8/9): 665-677. 
Matthews, R., Swody, C., and Barnes-Farrell, J. (2012), Work hours and work-family 
conflict: the double-edged sword of involvement in work and family, Stress and Family, 
28: 234-247. 
Mattingly, D. and Falconer-Al-Hindi, K. (1995), Should women count? A context for the 
debate, Professional Geographer, 47 (4): 427-435. 
Mattis, M. (2004), Women entrepreneurs: out from under the glass ceiling, Women in 
Management Review, 19 (3): 154-163. 
Mauksch, S. (2012), Beyond managerial rationality: exploring social enterprise in 
Germany, Social Enterprise Journal, 8 (2): 156-170. 
Mavin, S. (2006), Venus envy 2: sisterhood, queen bees and misogyny in management, 
Women in Management Review, 21 (5): 349-364. 
Mavin, S. (2008), Queen bees, wannabees, and afraid to bees: no more ‘best enemies’ 
for women in management? British Journal of Management, 19: S75-S84.  
Mavin, S., Bryans, P., and Waring, T. (2004), Gender on the agenda 2: unlearning 
gender blindness in management education, Women in Management Review, 19 (6): 
293-303. 
Mawson, J. (2010), Social enterprise, strategic networks, and regional development: the 
West Midlands experience, International Journal of Sociology and Social Policy, 30 (1): 
66-83. 
Maxfield, S., Shapiro, M., Gupta, V., and Hass, S. (2010), Gender and risk: women, risk-
taking and risk aversion, Gender in Management: An International Journal, 25 (7): 586-
604.  
Mayer, A. and Tikka, P. (2008), Family-friendly policies and gender bias in academia, 
Journal of Higher Education Policy and Management, 30 (4): 363-374. 
Maynard, M. and Purvis, J. (Eds.), Researching Women’s Lives From a Feminist 
Perspective, 27-48, Abingdon, Oxon.: Taylor and Francis Ltd. 
McAdam, M. and Marlow, S. (2010), Female entrepreneurship in the context of high 
technology business incubation: strategic approaches to managing challenges and 
418 
 
celebrating success, in Wynarczyk, P. and Marlow, S. (Eds.), Innovating women: 
contributions to technological advancement, 55-76, Bingley, UK: Emerald Publishing 
Group Ltd. 
McAdam, M. and Treanor, L. (2011), An investigation of the discourses surrounding 
social entrepreneurship policy and research: is it gendered?, Paper presented to Institute 
for Small Business and Entrepreneurship (ISBE) Conference 2011, Retrieved 12th May 
2014 from www.isbe.org.uk/content/assets/11.MauraMcAdamBP.pdf  
McBrearty, S. (2007), Social enterprise: a solution for the voluntary sector?, Social 
Enterprise Journal, 3 (1): 67-77. 
McCann, C. and Kim, S-K. (2010), Theorizing feminist knowledge, agency and politics, in 
McCann, C. and Kim, S-K. (Eds.), Feminist theory reader: local and global perspectives, 
Second Edition, 303-315, London: Routledge.  
McCray, J. and Ward, C. (2009), Guest editorial: Social enterprise: a new challenge for 
nursing practice and collaborative partnerships, International Journal of Nursing Studies, 
46: 151-153.  
McDonald, P. (2012), Workplace sexual harassment thirty years on: a review of the 
literature, International Journal of Management Reviews, 14 (1): 1-17. 
McDonald, P., Brown, K., and Bradley, L. (2005), Explanations for the provision-
utilisation gap in work-life policy, Women in Management Review, 20 (1): 37-55. 
McDowell, I. (1993) Space, place, and gender relations, Part one - feminist empiricism 
and the geography of social relations, Progress in Human Geography, 17 (3): 157-179.  
McGregor, J. (2000), Stereotypes and symbolic annihilation: press constructions of 
women at the top, Women in Management Review, 15 (5/6): 290-295.  
McGowan, P., Redeker, C., Cooper, S., and Greenan, K. (2012), Female 
entrepreneurship and the management of business and domestic roles: motivations, 
expectations, and realities, Entrepreneurship and Regional Development: An 
International Journal, 24 (1-2): 53-72.  
McKay, J. (2011), Having it all? Women MPs and motherhood in Germany and the UK, 
Parlimentary Affairs, 64 (4): 714-736. 
McKeon, M. (1995), Historicising patriarchy: the emergence of gender difference in 
England: 1600-1760, Eighteenth Century Studies, 28 (3): 295-322. 
McLaughlin, H., Uggen, C., and Blackstone, A. (2012), Sexual harassment, workplace 
authority, and the paradox of power, American Sociological Review, 77 (4): 625-647. 
McLean, I. and Peterson, S. (2011), Secularity and secularism in the United Kingdom: on 
the way to the first amendment, Birmingham Young University Law Review, 637-656. 
McMahon, A. (1999), Taking care of men: sexual politics in the public mind, 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
McMullan, L. (2012), We don’t need no education: the role of mentoring in the wider 
enterprise eco-system, International Journal of Gender and Entrepreneurship, 4 (2): 196-
205. 
Merry, S. (2009), Gender violence: a cultural perspective, Oxford: Wiley-Blackwell. 
419 
 
Metcalfe, B. (2008), A feminist poststructuralist analysis of HRD: why bodies, power and 
reflexivity matter, Human Resource Development International, 11 (5): 447-463. 
Metcalfe, B. and Rees, C. (2010), Gender, globalisation, and organisation: exploring 
power, relations and intersections, Equality, Diversity and Inclusion: An International 
Journal, 29 (1): 5-22. 
Meyers, C. (1988), Discovering Eve: ancient Israelite women in context, Oxford: Oxford 
University Press. 
Meyskens, M., Robb-Post, C., Stamp, J., Carsrud, A., and Reynolds, P. (2010), Social 
ventures from a resource-based perspective: an exploratory study assessing global 
Ashoka Fellows, Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 34 (4): 661-680. 
Mies, M. (1998), Patriarchy and accumulation on a world scale, London: Zed Books Ltd. 
Miles, M. and Huberman, M. (1994), Qualitative data analysis: and expanded 
sourcebook, London: Sage Publications. 
Miliband, E. (2006), Speech delivered to the Future Services Network's Three Sectors 
Summit, London, June, Retrieved 30th April 2014 from 
http://www.theinformationdaily.com/2006/07/03/the-three-sector-summit-speech   
Millen, D. (1997), Some methodological and epistemological issues raised by doing 
feminist research on non-feminist women, Sociological Research Online, 2 (3), Retrieved 
27th October 2014 from http://socresonline.org.uk/2/3/3.html  
Miller, A. (2011), The effects of motherhood timing on career path, Journal of Population 
Economics, 24: 1071-1100. 
Miller, G. (1997), Contextualising texts: studying organisations texts, in Miller, G. and 
Dingwall, R. (Eds.), Context and method in qualitative research, 77-91, London: Sage 
Publications. 
Miller, R. and Millar, R. (2011), Social enterprise spin-outs from the English health 
service: a Right to Request but was anyone listening? Working paper 52, Birmingham: 
Third Sector Research Centre. 
Miller, T., Grimes, M., McMullen, J., and Vogus, T. (2012), Venturing for others with 
heart and head: how compassion encourages social entrepreneurship, Academy of 
Management Review, 37 (4): 616–640. 
Miller, T. and Wesley, C. (2010), Assessing mission and resources for social change: an 
organisational identity perspective on social venture capitalists’ decision criteria, 
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 34 (4): 705-733.  
Mills, S. (1991), Discourses of difference: an analysis of women’s travel writing and 
colonialism, London: Routledge. 
Mills, S. (2003), Michel Foucault, London: Routledge. 
Minard, S. (2009), Valuing entrepreneurship in the informal economy in Senegal, Social 
Enterprise Journal, 5 (3): 186-209. 
Minniti, M. and Nardone, C. (2007), Being in someone else’s shoes: the role of gender in 
nascent entrepreneurship, Small Business Economics, 28: 223-238. 
420 
 
Mirchandani, K. (1999), Feminist insight on gendered work: new directions in research 
on women and entrepreneurship, Gender, Work and Organization, 6 (4): 224-235. 
Moen, P. and Yu, Y. (2000), Effective work/life strategies: working couples, work 
conditions, gender and life quality, Social Problems, 47 (3): 291-326. 
Moizer, J. and Tracey, P. (2010), Strategy making in social enterprise: the role of 
resource allocation and its effects on organisational sustainability, Systems Research 
and Behavioural Science, 27: 252-266. 
Molinaro, N. (1991), Foucault, feminism, and power: reading Esther Tusquets, London: 
Associated University Presses.  
Monette, D., Sullivan, T., Dejong, C., and Hilton, T. (2014), Applied social research: a 
tool for the applied human services, Ninth Edition, Belmont, CA: Brooks/Cole, Cengage 
Learning.  
Monk-Turner, E., Wren, K., McGill, L., Mattiae, C., Brown, S., and Brooks, D. (2008), 
Who is gazing at whom? A look at how sex is used in magazine advertisements, Journal 
of Gender Studies, 17 (3): 201-209. 
Monserrat, S., Duffy, J., Olivas-Luján, M., Miller, J., Gregory, A., Fox, S., Lituchy, T., 
Punnett, B., and Santos, N. (2009), Mentoring experiences of successful women across 
the Americas, Gender in Management: An International Journal, 24 (6): 455-476. 
Montashery, I. (2013), Figurative construction of gender through metaphor and 
metonymy, Advances in English Linguistics, 2 (1): 105-109. 
Mooney, G. and Kiguwa, P. (2009), Gender identity: contestations and questions, in 
Watts, J., Cockcroft, K., and Duncan, N. (Eds.), Developmental Psychology, Second 
Edition, 600-618, Cape Town: UCT Press.   
Moore, D. (1990), An examination of present research on the female entrepreneur: 
suggested research strategies for the 1990s, Journal of Business Ethics, 9 (4/5): 275-
281. 
Morgan, K. (2009), Caring time policies in Western Europe: trends and implications, 
Comparative European Politics, 7: 37-55. 
Morgan, R. (1977), Going too far, New York: Random House. 
Morley, L. (2011), Misogyny posing as measurement: disrupting the feminisation crisis 
discourse, Contemporary Social Science, 6 (2): 223-235. 
Moroz, P. and Hindle, K. (2011), Entrepreneurship as a process: toward harmonising 
multiple perspectives, Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 36 (4): 781-818. 
Morris, M., Kuratko, D., Schindehutte, M., and Spivack, A. (2012), Framing the 
entrepreneurial experience, Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 36 (1): 11-40. 
Morton, T., Postmes, T., Haslam, S., Hornsey, M. (2009), Theorising gender in the face 
of social change: is there anything essential about essentialism? Journal of Personality 
and Social Psychology, 96 (3): 653-664.  
Moss, T., Short, J., Payne, T., and Lumpkin, G. (2011), Dual identities in social ventures: 
an exploratory study, Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 35 (4): 805-830. 
421 
 
Mostafa, M. (2005), Attitudes towards women managers in the United Arabic Emirates: 
the effects of patriarchy, age, and sex-difference, Journal of Managerial Psychology, 20 
(6): 522-540.  
Mueller, S. and Dato-On, M. (2008), Gender-role orientation as a determinant of 
entrepreneurial self-efficacy, Journal of Developmental Entrepreneurship, 13 (1): 3-20. 
Mueller, S., Nazarkina, L., Volkmann, C., and Blank, C. (2011), Social entrepreneurship 
research as a means for transformation: a vision for the year 2028, Journal of Social 
Entrepreneurship, 2 (1): 112-120. 
Mueller, S., Volery, T., and von Siemens, B. (2012), What do entrepreneurs actually do? 
An observational study of entrepreneurs’ behaviour in start-up and growth stages, 
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 36 (5): 995-1017.  
Mumby, D. and Putnam, L. (1992), The politics of emotion: a feminist reading of 
bounded emotionality, Academy of Management Review, 17 (3): 465-486. 
Muñoz, S-A. (2009), Towards a geographical research agenda for social enterprise, 
Area, 42 (3): 302-312. 
Murphy, P. and Coombes, S. (2009), A model of social entrepreneurial discovery, 
Journal of Business Ethics, 87 (3): 325-336.  
Nadesan, M. and Trethewey, A. (2000), Performing the enterprising subject: gendered 
strtaegies for success (?), Text and Performance Quarterly, 20 (3): 223-250. 
Nadin, S. (2007), Entrepreneurial identity in the care sector: navigating the 
contradictions, Women in Management Review, 22 (6): 456-467. 
Nairne, B., Pratt, J., Norrington, H., and Underwood, K. (2011), Business support for 
social enterprises: national evaluation of the Office for Civil Society Social Enterprise 
Business Support Improvement Programme: Final Report, London: The Cabinet Office. 
Ndemo, B. and Maina, F. (2007), Women entrepreneurs and strategic decision making, 
Management Decision, 45 (1): 118-130. 
Neagu, M-I. (2013), Decoding political discourse: conceptual metaphors and 
argumentation, Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan. 
Needham, C. (2013), Corporate tax avoidance by multinational firms, Library Briefing, 
23/09/2013, Library of the European Parliament, Retrieved 16th February 2014 from 
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/bibliotheque/briefing/2013/130574/LDM_BRI(20
13)130574_REV1_EN.pdf 
Neck, H., Brush, C., and Allen, E. (2009), The landscape of social entrepreneurship, 
Business Horizons, 52: 13-19. 
Neergaard, H., Frederiksen, S., and Malow, S. (2011), The emperor’s new clothes: 
rendering a feminist reading of entrepreneurship visible, Paper to 56th ICSB Conference, 
30th April 2014 from http://sbaer.uca.edu/research/icsb/2011/179.pdf  
Neergaard, H. and Ulhøl, P. (2007), Handbook of qualitative research methods in 
entrepreneurship, Cheltenham, Glos.: Edward Elgar Publishing Limited. 
nef (2004), How can childcare social enterprises bridge the childcare gap? London: Big 
Lottery Fund. 
422 
 
nef (2005), Ethical business: how a new breed of business is changing the world, 
London: the new economics foundation. 
Nef (2006), Aspects of co-production: the implications for work, health, and volunteering, 
London: the new economics foundation. 
Nelson, C. (2006), Developing understandings of gender, in Sunderland, J. (Ed.), 
Language and gender: an advanced resource book, Abingdon, Oxon: Routledge. 
Nelson, J. (2006), Can we talk? Feminist economists in dialogue with social theorists, 
Signs, 31(4): 1051-1074. 
Nelson, J. (2010), Getting past ‘rational man/emotional woman’: Comments on research 
programmes in happiness economics and interpersonal relations, International Review 
of Economics, 57 (2): 233-253.  
Nelson, T., Maxfield, S. and Kolb, D. (2009), Women entrepreneurs and venture capital: 
managing the shadow negotiation, International Journal of Gender and 
Entrepreneurship, 1 (1): 57-76. 
Newis, C. and Bansall, R. (2004), West Midlands social enterprise: social enterprise 
support infrastructure project, Birmingham: West Midlands Social Economy Partnership.  
Neysmith, S. and Chen, X. (2002), Understanding how globalisation and restructuring 
affect women’s lives: implications for comparative policy analysis, International Journal 
of Social Welfare, 11 (3): 243-253. 
Neysmith, S. and Reitsma-Street, M. (2000), Valuing unpaid work in the Third Sector: 
the case of community resource centres, Canadian Public Policy - Analyse de Politiques, 
26 (3): 331-346. 
Nga, J. and Shamuganathan, G. (2010), The influence of personality traits and 
demographic factors on social entrepreneurship start-up intentions, Journal of Business 
Ethics, 95: 285-292. 
NHS (2008), Social enterprise – making a difference: a guide to the ‘right to request’, 
Leeds: Directorate of Commissioning and System Management. 
Ní Ógáin, E. (2011), Are social enterprises more resilient in times of limited resources?, 
London: New Philanthropy Capital. 
Nicholls, A. (2006), Introduction, in Nicholls, A. (Ed.), Social entrepreneurship: new 
models of sustainable social change, 1-36, Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
Nicholls, A. (2009), ‘We do good things don’t we?’: ‘blended value accounting’ in social 
entrepreneurship, Accounting, Organizations and Society, 34 (6/7): 755-769. 
Nicholls, A. (2010), The legitimacy of social entrepreneurship: reflexive isomorphism in a 
pre-paradigmatic field, Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 34: 611-633. 
Nicholls, A. (2010a), Editorial: Continuations and beginnings, Journal of Social 
Entrepreneurship, 1 (1): 1-4. 
Nicholls, A. (2011), Editorial: Skin and bones, Journal of Social Entrepreneurship, 2 (2): 
121-124. 
423 
 
Nicholls, A. (2013), Editorial: It's more fun to compute, Journal of Social 
Entrepreneurship, 4 (1): 1-3. 
Nicholls, A. and Cho, A. (2006), Social entrepreneurship: the structuration of a field, in 
Nicholls, A. (Ed.), Social entrepreneurship: new models of sustainable social change, 99-
118, Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
Nicholls, A. with Pharoah, C. (2008), The landscape of social investment: a holistic 
typology of opportunities and challenges, Working paper, Oxford: Skoll Centre for Social 
Entrepreneurship. 
Nicholson, L. and Anderson, A. (2005), News and nuances of the entrepreneurial myth 
and metaphor: linguistic games in entrepreneurial sense-making and sense-giving, 
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 29 (2): 153-173.  
Nicoletti, C. and  Tanturri, M-L. (2005), Differences in delaying motherhood across 
European countries: empirical evidence from the ECHP’, Working Papers of the Institute 
for Social and Economic Research, Number 2005-4, Colchester: University of Essex. 
Nielsen, S. and Lassen, A. (2012), Images of entrepreneurship: towards a new 
categorisation of entrepreneurship, International Entrepreneurship and Management 
Journal, 8: 35-53. 
Nielsen, C. and Samia, P. (2008), Understanding key factors in social enterprise 
development of the BOP: a systems approach applied to case studies in the Philippines, 
Journal of Consumer Marketing, 25 (7): 446-454. 
Nolan, M. and O’Mahony, K. (1987), Freud and feminism, Studies: An Irish Quarterly 
Review, 76 (302): 159-168. 
Nosek, B., Smyth, F., and Sriram, N.  et al. (2009), National differences in gender-
science stereotypes predict national sex differences in science and math achievement, 
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America 
(PNAS), 106 (26): 10593-10597. 
nfp Synergy (2014), Public happy to see charity shop managers draw a salary, but 
confusion remains over who is paid in charities, Charity Awareness Monitor, Press 
release 10th March 2014, Retrieved 22nd March 2014 from 
http://nfpsynergy.net/charitystaffpay  
Oakley, J. (2000), Gender-based barriers to senior management positions: 
understanding the scarcity of female CEOs, Journal of Business Ethics, 27: 321-334. 
O’Connor, S. and Azzarelli, K. (2011), Sustainable development, rule of law, and the 
impact of women judges, Cornell International Law Journal, 44 (1): 3-10. 
OCS (2010), Exposure of the voluntary, community and social enterprise sector to cuts 
in public funding: information for government departments and local authorities, London: 
The Cabinet Office. 
OCS (2010b), Better Together: preparing for local spending cuts to the voluntary, 
community and social enterprise sector, London: The Cabinet Office. 
O’Donnell, S., Condell, S., and Begley, C. (2004), ‘Add women and stir’ – the biomedical 
approach to cardiac research!, European Journal of Cardiovascular Nursing, 3 (2): 119-
127. 
424 
 
Ohana, M. and Meyer, M. (2010), Should I stay or should I go? Investigating the 
intention to quit of the permanent staff in social enterprises, European Management 
Journal, 28: 441-454. 
Ogbor, J. (2000), Mythicizing and reification of entrepreneurial discourse: ideology-
critique of entrepreneurial studies, Journal of Management Studies, 37 (5): 605-635. 
Olay (2015), Total Effects, Retrieved 24th September 2015 from 
http://www.olay.co.uk/en-gb/olay-story/total-effects  
O’Neil, D., Hopkins, M., and Bilimoria, D. (2008), Women’s careers at the start of the 21st 
century: patterns and paradoxes, Journal of Business Ethics, 80: 727-743.  
ONS (2008), Economic and labour market review, Hampshire: Palgrave Macmillan. 
Orhan, M. (2005), Why women enter into small business ownership, in Fielden, S. and 
Davidson, M., (Eds.), International Handbook of Women and Small Business 
Entrepreneurship, Cheltenham, Glos.: Edward Elgar Publishing Limited.  
Ormiston, J. and Seymour, R. (2011), Understanding value creation in social 
entrepreneurship: the importance of aligning mission, strategy, and impact 
measurement, Journal of Social Entrepreneurship, 2 (2): 125-150. 
Orser, B. and Leck, J. (2010), Gender influences on career success outcomes, Gender 
in Management: An International Journal, 25 (5): 386-407. 
OTS (2006a), Social enterprise action plan: Scaling new heights, London: Office of the 
Third Sector. 
OTS (2006b), Archived website content, Retrieved 30th April 2014 from 
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/+/http://www.cabinetoffice.gov.uk/third_sector/
about_us.aspx  
OTS (2006c), Partnership in public services: an action plan for third sector involvement, 
London: Office of the Third Sector. 
OTS (2007), Office of the Third Sector Newsletter: Issue 1, Retrieved 30th May 2014 
from 
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/+/http://www.cabinetoffice.gov.uk/third_sector/
news/newsletter/issue_1/1.aspx 
Overall, J., Tapsell, P., and Woods, C. (2010), Governance and indigenous social 
entrepreneurship: when context counts, Social Enterprise Journal, 6 (2): 146-161. 
Ӧzbilgin, M. (2004), Inertia of the human resource management text in a changing world: 
an examination of the editorial board membership of the top 21 IHRM journals, 
Personnel Review, 33 (2): 205-221. 
Ӧzbilgin, M. (2009), From journal rankings to making sense of the world, Academy of 
Management Learning and Education, 8 (1): 1-9. 
Padavic, I. and Reskin, B. (2002), Women and men at work, Second Edition, London: 
Sage Publications Ltd. 
Pain, R. (1997), Social geographies of women’s fear of crime, Transactions of the 
Institute of British Geographers, 22 (2): 231-244. 
425 
 
Paludi, M., Martin, J., Stern, T., and DeFour, D. (2010), Promises and pitfalls of 
mentoring women in business and academia, in Rayburn, C., Denmark, F., Reuder, M., 
and Austria, A. (Eds.), A handbook for women mentors: transcending barriers of 
stereotype, race, and ethnicity, 79-108, Oxford: Praeger. 
Palmås, K. (2012), Re-assessing Schumpeterian assumptions regarding 
entrepreneurship and the social, Social Enterprise Journal, 8 (2): 141-155. 
Paoletti, J. (2012), Pink and blue: telling the boys from the girls in America, Indiana: 
Indiana University Press. 
Papacharissi, Z. (2010), A private sphere: democracy in the digital age, Cambridge: 
Polity Press. 
Pӓrenson, T. (2011), The criteria for a solid impact evaluation in social entrepreneurship, 
Society and Business Review, 6 (1): 39-48. 
Park, C. and Wilding, M. (2013), Social enterprise policy design: constructing social 
enterprise in the UK and Korea, International Journal of Social Welfare, 22 (3): 236-247. 
Parker, B. (2010), A conceptual framework for developing the female entrepreneurship 
literature, Journal of Research on Women and Gender, Retrieved 7th January 2014 from 
http://jrwg.mcgs.txstate.edu/submissions/copyright/untitled7/contentParagraph/0/content
_files/file1/Article%2010%20final%20edited%20version.pdf 
Parker, K. (2003), The circus is in town: exploring consumption, mobility, and corporate 
capitalism in the world of Formula 1 motor racing, Paper presented to the Social Change 
in the 21st Century Conference, Queensland University of Technology, 21st November. 
Parker, M. (2002), Queering management and organisation, Gender, Work, and 
Organisation, 9 (2): 146-166. 
Parkinson, C. (2005), Meanings behind the language of social entrepreneurship, 
Lancaster University Management School working paper 072, presented to the Babson 
Kauffman Entrepreneurship Research Conference (BKERC), 8th-11th June, Babson 
College, Wellesley, MA. 
PASC (2008), Public services and the third sector: rhetoric and reality, Public 
Administration Select Committee, Eleventh report of session 2007-2008, Volume 1, 
London: The House of Commons. 
Patel, S. and Mehta, K. (2011), Life’s principles as a framework for designing successful 
social enterprises, Journal of Social Entrepreneurship, 2 (2): 218-230. 
Pateman, C. and Shanley, M. (1991), Introduction, in Pateman, C. and Shanley, M. 
(Eds.), Feminist interpretations and political theory, 1-10, Cambridge: Polity Press. 
Patton, M. (1990), Qualitative evaluation and research methods, Second Edition, 
London: Sage Publications. 
Patzelt, H., and Shepherd, D. (2011), Negative emotions of an entrepreneurial career: 
Self-employment and regulatory coping behaviours, Journal of Business Venturing, 26: 
226–238. 
426 
 
Pearce, J. (2005), The future of social enterprise in the UK, Speech delivered at the 
launch of the Wales-Ireland Social Economy Link (WISElink), Dublin, December, 
Retrieved 30th April 2014 from http://www.caledonia.org.uk/pearce-2005.htm 
Peattie, K., and Morley, A. (2008), Eight paradoxes of the social enterprise research 
agenda, Social Enterprise Journal, 4 (2): 91-107. 
Peattie, K. and Morley, A. (2008a), Social enterprises: diversity and dynamics, contexts 
and contributions: a research monograph, Cardiff: BRASS. 
Pelaccia, T., Delplanq, H., Triby, E., Bartier, J-C., Leman, C., Hadef, H., Pottecher, T., 
and Dupeyron, J-P. (2010), Gender stereotypes: an explanation to the 
underrepresentation of women in emergency medicine, Society for Academic 
Emergency Medicine, 17 (7): 775-779. 
Penn, H. (2007), Childcare market management: how the United Kingdom government 
has reshaped its role in developing early childhood education and care, Contemporary 
Issues in Early Childhood, 8 (3): 192-207. 
Peredo, A. and Chrisman, J. (2006), Toward a theory of community-based enterprise, 
Academy of Management Review, 31 (2): 309-328. 
Peredo, A. and McLean, M. (2006), Social entrepreneurship: a critical review of the 
concept, Journal of World Business, 41: 56-65. 
Peris-Ortiz, M., Palacios-Marqus, D., Rueda-Armengot, C. (2012), Women, 
entrepreneurship, and gender accountability, in Galindo, M-A., and Ribeiro, D. (Eds.), 
Women’s entrepreneurship and economics: new perspectives, practices, and policies, 
181-190, London: Springer. 
Perren, L. and Dannreuther, C. (2013), Political signification of the entrepreneur: 
temporal analysis of constructs, agency and reification, International Small Business 
Journal, 31 (6): 603-628. 
Perrini, R., Vurro, C., and Costanzo, L. (2010), A process-based view of social 
entrepreneurship: from opportunity identification to scaling-up social change in the case 
of San Patrignano, Entrepreneurship and Regional Development, 22 (6): 515-534. 
Pflugfelder, E. (2009), Something less than a driver: toward an understanding of 
gendered bodies in motorsport, Journal of Sport and Social Issues, 33 (4): 411-426. 
Phills, J., Deiglmeier, K., and Miller, D. (2008), Rediscovering social innovation, 
Stanford Social Innovation Review, 6: 34-43. 
Phillips, N. and Hardy, C. (2002), Discourse analysis: investigating processes of social 
construction, London: Sage Publications Ltd. 
Phillips, M. and Knowles, D. (2012), Performance and performativity: undoing fictions of 
women business owners, Gender, Work and Organisation, 19 (4): 416-437. 
Phillips, M. (2013), On being green and being enterprising: narrative and the 
ecopreneurial self, Organization, 20 (6): 794-817.  
Pillow, W. (2003), Confession, catharsis, or cure? Rethinking the uses of reflexivity as 
methodological power in qualitative research, International Journal of Qualitative Studies 
in Education, 16 (2): 175-196. 
427 
 
Pines, A., Lerner, M., and Schwartz, D. (2010), Gender differences in entrepreneurship: 
equality, diversity and inclusion in times of global crisis, Equality, Diversity and Inclusion: 
An International Journal, 29 (2): 186-198. 
Pines, A., Lerner, M., and Schwartz, D. (2012), Gender differences among social vs 
business entrepreneurs, in Burger-Helmchen, T. (Ed.), Entrepreneurship: gender, 
geographies, and social context, Strasbourg, France: InTech. 
Pirson, M. (2012), Social entrepreneurs as the paragons of shared value creation? A 
critical perspective, Social Enterprise Journal, 8 (1): 31-48. 
Plantanga, J. Remery, C., Figueiredo, H. and Smith, M. (2009), Towards a European 
Union gender equality index, Journal of European Social Policy, 19: 19-33.  
Polavieja, J. (2009), Domestic supply, job specialisation, and sex-differences in pay, 
Social Indicators Research, 93: 587-605. 
Pollack, J., Burnette, J., and Hoyt, C. (2012) Self-efficacy in the face of threats to 
entrepreneurial success: mind-sets matter, Basic and Applied Social Psychology, 34 (3): 
287-294. 
Poortman, A-R. and van der Lippe, T. (2009), Attitudes towards housework and 
childcare and the gendered division of labour, Journal of Marriage and Family, 71: 526-
541.  
Poovey, M. (1988), Feminism and deconstruction, Feminist Studies, 14 (1): 51-65. 
Powell, A., Bagilhole, B. and Dainty, A. (2009), How Women Engineers Do and Undo 
Gender: Consequences for Gender Equality, Gender, Work, and Organisation, 16 (4): 
411-428. 
Prentice, D. and Carranza, E. (2002), What women and men should be, shouldn’t be, 
are allowed to be, and don’t have to be: the contents of prescriptive gender stereotypes, 
Psychology of Women Quarterly, 26: 269-281.   
Price, A. and McMullan, L. (2012), We don’t need no education: the role of mentoring in 
the wider enterprise eco-system, International Journal of Gender and Entrepreneurship, 
4 (2): 196-205. 
Pringle, J. (2008), Gender in management: theorising gender as heterogender, British 
Journal of Management, 19: S110-S119. 
Purdie-Vaughns, V. and Eibach, R. (2008), Intersectional invisibility: the disctinctive 
advantages and disadvantages of multiple subordinate-group identities, Sex Roles, 59: 
377-391. 
Purkayashtha, B. (2005), Skilled migration and cumulative disadvantage: the case of 
highly qualified Asian Indian women in the US, Geoforum, 36 (2): 181-196. 
Puttick, R. and Ludlow, J. (2012), Standards of evidence for impact investing, London: 
Nesta. 
QCA (2007), GCSE subject criteria for business subjects, QCA/07/3442, London: 
Qualifications and Curriculum Authority.  
428 
 
Radu, M. and Redien-Collot, R. (2008), The Social Representation of Entrepreneurs in 
the French Press: Desirable and Feasible Models?, International Small Business 
Journal, 26 (3): 259-298. 
Rae, D. and Carswell, M. (2000), Using a life-story approach in researching 
entrepreneurial learning: the development of a conceptual model and its implications in 
the design of learning experiences, Education and Training, 42 (4/5): 220-227. 
Rae, D. (2005), Entrepreneurial learning: a narrative-based conceptual model, Journal of 
Small Business and Enterprise Development, 12 (3): 323-335. 
Ragins, B., Cornwell, J., and Miller, J. (2003), Heterosexism in the workplace: do race 
and gender matter? Group and Organization Management, 28: 45–74. 
Ramazanoğlu, C. and Holland, J. (2002), Feminist Methodology: Choices and 
Challenges, London: Sage Publications. 
Rankin, J. (2013, 7th June), Primark begins paying compensation over Bangladesh 
factory disaster, The Guardian, Retrieved 16th February 2014 from 
http://www.theguardian.com/world/2013/jun/07/primark-compensation-bangladesh-
factory-disaster  
Rasmussen, M. (2009), Beyond gender identity? Gender and Education, 21 (4): 431-
447. 
Ratten, V. and Welpe, I. (2011), Special issue: Community-based, social and societal 
entrepreneurship, Entrepreneurship & Regional Development: An International Journal, 
23 (5-6): 283-286. 
RBWM (2011), The Big Society, White paper version 4, Royal Borough of Windsor and 
Maidenhead, Retrieved 30th May 2014 from 
http://www.rbwm.gov.uk/public/consultation_big_society.pdf  
Reid, K. and Griffith, J. (2006), Social enterprise mythology: critiquing some 
assumptions, Social Enterprise Journal, 2 (1): 1-10.  
Rehn, A., Carsrud, A., Brännback, M., and Lindahl, M. (2011), Call for papers: special 
issue of Entrepreneurship and Regional Development: The myths of entrepreneurship? 
Exploring assumptions in entrepreneurship research, Entrepreneurship and Regional 
Development: An International Journal, 23 (3-4): 281-282. 
Reis, S. (2002), Toward a theory of creativity in diverse creative women, Creativity 
Research Journal, 14 (3-4): 305-316. 
Reissman, C. (1987), When gender is not enough: women interviewing women, Gender 
and Society, 1 (2): 172-207. 
Reskin, B. and Padavic, I. (2002), Women and men at work, (2nd Edition), Thousand 
Oaks, CA: Pine Forge Press. 
ResPublica (2013), Making it mutual: the ownership revolution that Britain needs, 
London: ResPublica. 
Richman, J., Rospenda, K., Nawyn, S., Flaherty, J., Fendrich, M., Drum, M., 
and Johnson, T. (1999), Sexual harassment and generalized workplace abuse among 
university employees: prevalence and mental health correlates, American Journal of 
Public Health, 89 (3): 358-363. 
429 
 
Ridgeway, C. (2001), Sex, status, and leadership, Journal of Social Issues, 57 (4): 637-
55. 
Ridgeway, C. and Correll, S. (2004), Unpacking the gender system: a theoretical 
perspective on gender beliefs and social relations, Gender and Society, 18 (4): 510-
531. 
Ridley-Duff, R. (2007), Communitarian perspectives on social enterprise, Corporate 
Governance, 14 (2): 382-392. 
Ridley-Duff, R. (2008), Social enterprise as a socially rational business, International 
Journal of Entrepreneurial Behaviour and Research, 14 (5): 291-312. 
Ridley-Duff, R. and Southcombe, C. (2012), The Social Enterprise Mark: a critical review 
of its conceptual dimensions, Social Enterprise Journal, 8 (3): 178-200. 
Riley, S. (2003), The management of the traditional male role: a discourse analysis of 
the constructions and functions of provision, Journal of Gender Studies, 12 (2): 99-113. 
Rindova, V., Barry, D., and Ketchen, D. (2009), Entrepreneuring as emancipation, 
Academy of Management Review, 34 (3): 477-491. 
Robinson, D. (2010), Out of the ordinary: learning from the Community Links approach 
to social regeneration, London: Community Links. 
Robinson, D., Dunn, K., and Balintyne, S. (1998), Social Enterprise Zones: Building 
innovation into regeneration, York: Joseph Rowntree Foundation. 
Rocha, V. (2012), The entrepreneur in economic theory: from an invisible man toward a 
new research field, FEP Working Paper 459, Portugal: Porto University, Retrieved 30th 
April 2014 from http://wps.fep.up.pt/wps/wp459.pdf  
Rodrígues, M. and Santos, F. (2009), Women nascent entrepreneurs and social capital 
in the process of firm creation, International Entrepreneurship and Management Journal, 
5 (10): 45-64. 
Rogoff, E., Lee, M-S., and Suh, D-C. (2004), ‘Who Done It?’: attributions by 
entrepreneurs and experts of the factors that cause and impede small business success, 
Journal of Small Business Management, 42 (4): 364–376. 
Roomi, M. and Harrison, P. (2010), Behind the veil: women-only entrepreneurship 
training in Pakistan, International Journal of Gender and Entrepreneurship, 2 (2): 150-
172. 
Roomi, M., Harrison, P., and Beaumont-Kerridge, J. (2009), Women-owned small and 
medium enterprises in England: analysis of factors influencing the growth process, 
Journal of Small Business and Enterprise Development, 16 (2): 270-288. 
Roper, J. and Cheney, G. (2005), The meanings of social entrepreneurship today, 
Corporate Governance, 5 (3): 95-104. 
Rosewarne, L. (2007), Pin-ups in public space: sexist advertising as sexual harassment, 
Women's Studies International Forum, 30: 313−325. 
Rotheroe, N. and Miller, L. (2008), Innovation in social enterprise: achieving a user 
participation model, Social Enterprise Journal, 4 (3): 242-260. 
430 
 
Rotheroe, N. and Richards, A. (2007), Social return on investment and social enterprise: 
transparent accountability for sustainable development, Social Enterprise Journal, 3 (1): 
31-48. 
Rouse, J. and Kitching, J. (2006), Do enterprise support programmes leave women 
holding the baby?', Environment and Planning C: Government and Policy, 24: 5-19. 
Rouse, J., Treanor, L., and Fleck, E. (2013), The gendering of entrepreneurship: 
theoretical and empirical insights, International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behaviour and 
Research, 19 (5): 452-459. 
Roy, M., Donaldson, C., Baker, R., and Kay, A. (2013), Social enterprise: new pathways 
to health and well-being?, Journal of Public Health Policy, 34 (1): 55-68. 
Rubin, G. (1975), The traffic in women: notes on the political economy of sex, in Reiter, 
R. (Ed.), Toward an anthropology of women, 157–210, New York: Monthly Review 
Press. 
Rudman, L. and Fairchild, K. (2004), Reactions to counterstereotypic behaviour: the role 
of backlash in cultural stereotype maintenance, Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, 87 (2): 157-176.  
Rudman, L. and Glick, P. (2001), Prescriptive gender stereotypes and backlash toward 
agentic women, Journal of Social Issues, 57 (4): 743-762. 
Ruebottom, T. (2011), Counting social change: outcome measures for social enterprise, 
Social Enterprise Journal, 7 (2): 173-182. 
Ruebottom, T. (2013), The microstructures of rhetorical strategy in social 
entrepreneurship: building legitimacy through heroes and villains, Journal of Business 
Venturing, 28 (1): 98-116. 
Ryan, M. and Haslam, A. (2007), The glass cliff: exploring the dynamics surrounding the 
appointment of women to precarious leadership positions, Academy of Management 
Review, 32 (2): 549-572. 
Ryan, M., Haslam, A., and Kulich, C. (2010), Politics and the glass cliff: evidence that 
women are preferentially selected to contest hard-to-win seats, Psychology of Women 
Quarterly, 34 (1): 56-64. 
Saleem, S. (2006), Impact of religious extremism on women in Pakistan, WISCOMP 
Discussion Paper 11, New Delhi, India: Foundation for Universal Responsibility. 
Salih, S. and Butler, J. (2004), The Judith Butler Reader, Oxford: Blackwell Publishing. 
Sampson, H., Bloor, M., and Fincham, B. (2008), A price worth paying? Considering the 
‘cost’ of reflexive research methods and the influence of feminist ways of ‘doing’, 
Sociology, 42 (5): 919-933. 
Sands, D. (2012), The impact of austerity on women, Policy Briefing, March 2012, 
London: Fawcett Society. 
Sappleton, N. (2009), Women non-traditional entrepreneurs and social capital, 
International Journal of Gender and Entrepreneurship, 1 (3): 192-218. 
Sarantakos, S. (2005), Social Research, 3rd Edition, Basingstoke, Hampshire: Palgrave 
Macmillan. 
431 
 
Saridakis, G., Marlow, S., and Storey, D. (2014), Do different factors explain male and 
female self-employment rates?, Journal of Business Venturing, 29 (3): 345-362.  
Sarri, K. and Trihopoulou, A. (2005), Female entrepreneurs’ personal characteristics and 
motivation: a review of the Greek situation, Women in Management Review, 20 (1): 24-
36. 
Sausurre, F. (1983), A course in general linguistics, Translated by Harris, R., Originally 
published 1972, London: G. Duckworth. 
SBS (2005), Match winners: a guide to commercial collaborations between social 
enterprise and private sector business, London: Community Action Network. 
Schein, V. and Davidson, M. (1993), Think manager, think male, Management 
Development Review, 6 (3):24-28. 
Schein, V, Mueller, R. Lituchy, T. and Liu, J. (1996), Think manager, think male: a global 
phenomenon, Journal of Organisational Behaviour, 17 (1): 33-41.   
Schjoedt, L. (2009), Entrepreneurial job characteristics: an examination of their effect on 
entrepreneurial satisfaction, Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 33 (3): 619-644. 
Schumpeter, J. (1911), The Theory of Economic Development: An Inquiry into Profits, 
Capital, Credit, Interest and the Business Cycle, Cambridge, MA: Harvard University 
Press. 
Schumpeter, J., (1951), Essays on Economic Topics of J. A. Schumpeter, Clemence, R. 
(Ed.), Reprinted 1969, New York: Kennikat Press. 
Scott, J. (1988), Deconstructing equality versus difference: or, the uses of 
poststructuralist theory for feminism, Feminist Studies, 14 (1): 33-50. 
Scottish Government (2008, 9th December), Third sector enterprise fund, Press Release, 
Retrieved 7th June 2013 from http://www.gov.scot/News/Releases/2008/12/09101508  
Scott, D. and Teasdale, S. (2012), Whose failure? Learning from the financial collapse of 
a social enterprise in ‘Steeltown’, Voluntary Sector Review, 3 (2): 139-155. 
Scott Cato, M., Arthur, L., Keenoy, T., and Smith, R. (2008), Entrepreneurial energy: 
associative entrepreneurship in the renewable energy sector in Wales, International 
Journal of Entrepreneurial Behaviour and Research, 14 (5): 313-329.  
Sealey, R., Vinnicombe, S., and Sigh, V. (2008), The female FTSE report 2008: a 
decade of delay, Cranfield, Bedford: International Centre for Women Leaders, Cranfield 
Unversity. 
Seanor, P. and Meaton, J. (2007), Making sense of social enterprise, Social Enterprise 
Journal, 3 (1): 90-100. 
Seanor, P., Bull, M., and Baines, S. (2011), Context, narratives, drawings, and boundary 
objects: where social enterprises draw the line, Paper presented to the 34th Institute for 
Small Business and Entrepreneurship Conference, Sheffield, 9th-10th November.  
Seanor, P., Bull, M., and Ridley-Duff, R. (2007). Contradictions in social enterprise: do 
they draw in straight lines or circles?, Paper presented to the 30th Institute for Small 
Business and Entrepreneurship Conference, Glasgow, 7th – 9th November. 
Seanor, P. and Meaton, J. (2008), Learning from failure, ambiguity, and trust in social 
enterprise, Social Enterprise Journal, 4 (1): 24-40. 
432 
 
SEC (2003), There’s more to business than you think: a guide to social enterprise, 
London: Social Enterprise Coalition. 
SEC (2005), More for your money: a guide to procuring from social enterprises for the 
NHS, London: Social Enterprise Coalition. 
SEC (2009), A strategy for the social enterprise movement to improve the engagement 
and support of Black Asian and Minority Ethnic (BAME) social enterprises, London: 
Social Enterprise Coalition. 
SEC (2010), No more business as usual: a social enterprise manifesto, London: Social 
Enterprise Coalition. 
SEC (2011), Time for social enterprise: a report from the Social Enterprise Coalition, 
London: Social Enterprise Coalition. 
Seelos, C., Mair, J., and Battilana, J. (2010), The embeddedness of social 
entrepreneurship: understanding variation across local communities, Working Paper 
WP-858, IESE Business School: University of Navarra. 
Seidman, S. (1994), Introduction, in Seidman, S. (Ed.), The postmodern turn: new 
perspectives on social theory, 1-23, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
SEL (2004), Social enterprise childcare, London: Social Enterprise London. 
Semino, E. (2008), Metaphor in discourse, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
Sepulveda, L. (2009), Outsider, missing link, or panacea? Some reflections about the 
place of social enterprise (with)in and in relation to the Third Sector, Working paper 15, 
Birmingham: Third Sector Research Centre. 
Sepulveda, L., Syrett, S., and Cavo, S. (2010), Social enterprise and ethnic minorities, 
Working paper 48, Birmingham: Third Sector Research Centre. 
SES (2010, 1st April), Nick Clegg highlights potential of social enterprise in Bike Station 
visit, Retrieved 30th May 2014 from 
http://www.socialenterprisescotland.org.uk/news/1035  
SEUEN (2013), Why all LEPs should have social enterprise at the top of their agenda, 
Plymouth: Social Enterprise University Enterprise Network. 
SEUK (2011), Fightback Britain: a report on the State of Social Enterprise Survey 2011, 
London: Social Enterprise UK.  
SEUK (2011a), Social enterprise knowledge card: networks, Retrieved 30th May 2014 
from 
http://www.socialenterprise.org.uk/uploads/files/2011/11/knowledge_card_networks.pdf  
SEUK (2012), Why social enterprise: a guide for charities, London: Social Enterprise UK. 
SEUK (2012a), What makes social enterprise a social enterprise?, Retrieved 11th May 
2014 from 
http://www.socialenterprise.org.uk/uploads/files/2012/04/what_makes_a_social_enterpris
e_a_social_enterprise_april_2012.pdf  
SEUK (2012b), Social enterprise guide: for people in local government, Retrieved 30th 
May 2014 from 
http://www.socialenterprise.org.uk/uploads/files/2012/05/local_authority_guide_online.pd
f  
433 
 
SEUK (2013), State of social enterprise survey: the people’s business, London: Social 
Enterprise UK.  
SEUK (2013b), Let’s unite the social economy: 2015 general election campaign, 
Retrieved 27th May 2014 from 
http://www.seee.co.uk/media/56222/suk06_electionbrochure_r1.pdf  
SEUK (2014), About social enterprise, Retrieved 28th May 2014 from 
http://www.socialenterprise.org.uk/about/about-social-enterprise  
Shackle, G. (1972), Epistemics and Economics, Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press. 
Shah, D. (2009), A UK policy perspective: a thought piece from the UK Social Enterprise 
Coalition, Social Enterprise Journal, 5 (2): 104-113. 
Shakeshaft, C. and Nowell, I. (1984), Research on themes, concepts and models of 
organisational behaviour: the influence of gender, Issues in Education, 2 (3): 186-203. 
Shane, S., and Venkataraman, S. (2000), The promise of entrepreneurship as a field of 
research, Academy of Management Review, 25 (1): 217-226. 
Sharir, M. and Lerner, M. (2006), Gauging the success of social ventures initiated by 
individual social entrepreneurs, Journal of World Business, 41: 6-20. 
Shaw, E., and Carter, S. (2007), Social entrepreneurship: theoretical antecedents and 
empirical analysis of entrepreneurial processes and outcomes, Journal of Small 
Business and Enterprise Development, 14 (3): 418-434. 
Shaw, E., Marlow, S., Lam, W., and Carter, S. (2009), Gender and entrepreneurial 
capital: implications for firm performance, International Journal of Gender and 
Entrepreneurship, 1 (1): 25-41. 
Shaw, E., Shaw, J., and Wilson, M. (2002), Unsung entrepreneurs: entrepreneurship for 
social gain, Durham: University of Durham Business School. 
Shaw, J. (2010), Against myths and traditions that emasculate women: language, 
literature, law and female empowerment, Liverpool Law Review, 31: 29-49. 
Shelton, L. (2010), Fighting an uphill battle: expansion barriers, intra-industry social 
stratification, and minority firm growth, Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 34 (2): 
379-398. 
Shepelak, L., Ogden, D., and Tobin-Bennett, D. (1984), The influence of gender labels 
on sex-typing of imaginary occupations, Sex Roles, 11 (11/12): 983-996. 
Shinnar, R., Giacomin, O., and Janssen, F. (2012), Entrepreneurial perceptions and 
intentions: the role of gender and culture, Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 36 (3): 
465-493. 
Short, J., Moss, T., and Lumpkin, G. (2009), Research in social entrepreneurship: past 
contributions and future opportunities, Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal, 3: 161-194. 
Sigle-Rushton, W. (2010), Men’s unpaid work and divorce: reassessing specialisation 
and trade in British families, Feminist Economics, 16 (2): 1-26. 
434 
 
Simms, S. and Robinson, J. (2009), Activist or entrepreneur? An identity-based model of 
social entrepreneurship, in Robinson, J., Mair, J. and Hockerts, K. (Eds.), International 
Perspectives on Social Entrepreneurship, 9-26. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.  
Singh, R. and Lucas, L. (2005), Not just domestic engineers: an exploratory study of 
homemaker entrepreneurs, Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 29 (1): 79-90.  
Sinisalo, P. and Komulainen, K. (2008), The creation of coherence in the transitional 
career: a narrative case study of the women entrepreneur, International Journal for 
Educational and Vocational Guidance, 8: 35-48. 
Sivaev, D. (2013, 22nd April), Enterprise Zones: the forgotten legacy of Lady Thatcher, 
Retrieved 30th May 2014 from http://www.centreforcities.org/blog/2013/04/22/enterprise-
zones-the-forgotten-legacy-of-lady-thatcher/  
SITF (2003), Enterprising communities: wealth beyond welfare, London: Social 
Investment Task Force. 
Sjoberg, L. (2008), The norm of tradition: gender subordination and women’s exclusion 
in international relations, Politics and Gender, 4: 173-180. 
Skinner, A., Stevenson, M., and Camillus, J. (2015), Ambivalent sexism in context: 
hostile and benevolent sexism moderate bias against female drivers, Basic and Applied 
Social Psychology, 37: 56-67. 
Skoll Foundation (2007), Growing opportunity: entrepreneurial solutions to insoluble 
problems, London: SustainAbility Ltd. 
Skoll, J. (2008), Preface, in Nicholls, A. (Ed.), Social entrepreneurship: new models of 
sustainable social change, v-vi, Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
Slocock, C. (2013), The Big Society Audit 2013, London: Civil Exchange. 
Smallbone, D., Evans, M., Ekanem, I., and Butters, S. (2001), Researching social 
enterprise: final report to the Small Business Service, London: Centre for Enterprise and 
Economic Development Research, Middlesex University Business School. 
Smerdon, M. and Robinson, D. (2004), Enduring change: the experience of the 
Community Links Social Enterprise Zone, Bristol: The Policy Press.  
Smith, M. (2010), From big government to Big Society: Changing the state-society 
balance, Parliamentary Affairs, 63 (4): 818-833. 
Smith, R. and Anderson, A. (2003), Conforming non-conformists: semiotic 
manifestations of an entrepreneurial identity, Retrieved 16th February 2014 from 
https://openair.rgu.ac.uk/bitstream/10059/715/1/Smith%20non-conformists.pdf  
Smith, R. (2009), The Diva storyline: an alternative social construction of female 
entrepreneurship, International Journal of Gender and Entrepreneurship, 1 (2): 148-163. 
Smith, R. (2010), Masculinity, doxa and the institutionalisation of entrepreneurial identity 
in the novel Cityboy, International Journal of Gender and Entrepreneurship, 2 (1): 27-48. 
Smith B. and Stevens, C. (2010), Different types of social entrepreneurship: the role of 
geography and embeddedness on the measurement and scaling of social value, 
Entrepreneurship and Regional Development, 22 (6): 575-598. 
435 
 
Smith, B., Cronley, M, and Barr, T. (2012), Funding implications of social enterprise: the 
role of mission consistency, entrepreneurial competence, and attitude toward social 
enterprise on donor behaviour, Journal of Public Policy and Marketing, 31 (1): 142-157. 
Smith-Doerr, L. (2004), Women’s work: gender equality .vs. hierarchy in the life 
sciences, Colorado: Lynne Rienner Publishers Inc. 
Social Enterprise (2003), Social audit: a social enterprise special report, London: Social 
Enterprise Magazine. 
Somerville, P. and McElwee, G. (2011), Situating community enterprise: a theoretical 
exploration, Entrepreneurship and Regional Development: An International Journal, 23 
(5-6): 317-330. 
Spear, R., and Bidet, E. (2005), Social enterprise for work integration in twelve European 
countries: a descriptive analysis, Annals of Public and Cooperative Economics, 76 (2): 
195-231. 
Spear, R., Cornforth, C., and Aiken, M. (2009), The governance challenges of social 
enterprises: evidence from a UK empirical study, Annals of Public and Co-operative 
Economics, 80 (2): 247-273. 
Spender, D. (1980), Man-made language, London: Routledge and Kegan Paul Ltd. 
Sprague, J. (2005), Feminist methodologies for critical researchers: bridging differences, 
Walnut Creek, California: AltaMira Press. 
Spreckley, F. (2011), Social enterprise planning toolkit, London: British Council. 
SROI Network (2012), A guide to social return on investment, London: Social Return on 
Investment Network. 
SSEC (2009), Submission from Scottish Social Enterprise Coalition, Retrieved 15th June 
2013 from 
http://archive.scottish.parliament.uk/s3/committees/lgc/inquiries/Local%20Govt%20Finan
ce/SSEC.pdf  
Stacey, J. (1988), Can there be a feminist ethnography? Women’s Studies International 
Forum, 11: 21-27. 
Steiber, N. (2009), Reported levels of time-based and strain-based conflict between work 
and family roles in Europe: a multi-level approach, Social Indicators Research, 93: 469-
488. 
Steinerowski, A., Jack, S., and Farmer, J. (2010), Who are the ‘social entrepreneurs’ and 
what do they actually do? Working Paper 018, Lancaster: Lancaster University 
Management School. 
Stevenson, L. (1990), Some methodological problems with researching women 
entrepreneurs, Journal of Business Ethics, 9: 439-446. 
Steyaert, C. (2007), ‘Entrepreneuring’ as a conceptual attractor? A review of process 
theories in 20 years of entrepreneurship studies, Entrepreneurship and Regional 
Development: An International Journal, 19: 453-477. 
436 
 
Steyaert, C. and Dey, P. (2010), Nine verbs to keep the social entrepreneurship 
research agenda ‘dangerous’, Journal of Social Entrepreneurship, 1 (2): 231-254. 
Steyaert, C. and Hjorth, D. (2007), Entrepreneurship as social change, Cheltenham, 
Glos.: Edward Elgar Publishing Limited. 
Steyaert, C., and Katz, J. (2004), Reclaiming the space of entrepreneurship in society: 
geographical, discursive and social dimensions, Entrepreneurship and Regional 
Development: An International Journal, 16 (3): 179-196. 
Still, L. and Timms, W. (2000), Women’s business: the flexible alternative workstyle for 
women, Women in Management Review, 5/6: 272-282. 
Stockton, H. (2011), Support to low carbon communities setting up social enterprises, 
and the implications for policy and practice: an independent evaluation, Newcastle Upon 
Tyne: New Energy Action. 
Stolzfus, G., Nibbelink, B., Vredenburg, D., and Thyrum, E. (2011), Gender, gender role, 
and creativity, Social Behaviour and Personality, 39 (3): 425-432. 
Sud, M., VanSandt, C., Baugous, A. (2009) Social entrepreneurship: the role of 
institutions, Journal of Business Ethics, 85: 201-216. 
Sullivan, J. (2012), Skype: an appropriate method of data collection for qualitative 
interviews?, The Hilltop Review, 6 (1): 54-60. 
Sunley, P. and Pinch, S. (2012), Financing social enterprise: social bricolage or 
evolutionary entrepreneurialism?, Social Enterprise Journal, 8 (2): 108-122. 
Swail, J., Down, S., and Kautonen, T. (2014), Examining the effects of ‘entre-tainment’ 
as a cultural influence on entrepreneurial intentions, International Small Business 
Journal, 32 (8): 859-875. 
Swanson, L. and Zhang, D. (2012). Social entrepreneurship. in Burger-Helmchen, T. 
(Ed.), Entrepreneurship: Gender, Geographies and Social Context, Strasbourg, France: 
InTech. 
Sweezy, P. (1943), Professor Schumpeter’s theory of innovation, The Review of 
Economic Statistics, 25 (1): 93-96. 
Swim, J., Mallett, R. and Stangor, C. (2004), Understanding the subtle sexism: detection 
and use of sexist language, Sex Roles, 51 (3/4): 117-128. 
Tadros, M. (2010), Introduction: quotas – add woman and stir? IDS Bulletin, 41 (5): 1-10.   
Talbot, M., Atkinson, K., and Atkinson, D. (2003), Language and power in the modern 
world, Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press Ltd. 
Tambunan, T. (2011), Development of small and medium enterprises in a developing 
country: the Indonesian case, Journal of Enterprising Communities: People and Places 
in the Global Economy, 5 (1): 68-82. 
Tan, J. (2008), Breaking the ‘bamboo curtain’ and the ‘glass ceiling’: the experience of 
women entrepreneurs in high-tech industries in an emerging market, Journal of Business 
Ethics, 80: 547-564.  
437 
 
Tan, W., Williams, J., and Tan, T. (2005), Defining the ‘social’ in ‘social 
entrepreneurship’: altruism and entrepreneurship, International Entrepreneurship and 
Management Journal, 1: 353-65.  
Tatli, A. and Ӧzbilgin, M. (2009), Understanding diversity managers' role in 
organizational change: towards a conceptual framework, Canadian Journal of 
Administrative Sciences, 26 (3): 244-258.  
Taylor, R. (2005), Rethinking voluntary work, The Sociological Review, 53 (S2): 119-135. 
Teasdale, S. (2009), The contradictory faces of social enterprise: impression 
management as social entrepreneurial behaviour, Working paper 23, Birmingham: Third 
Sector Research Centre. 
Teasdale, S. (2010), Social enterprise: discourses, definitions, and (research) dilemmas, 
Paper presented to 3rd Social Entrepreneurship Research Colloquium, University of 
Oxford, 22nd-25th June.  
Teasdale, S. (2010b), Can social enterprise address disadvantage? Evidence from an 
inner city community, Nonprofit and Public Sector Marketing, 22 (2): 89-107.  
Teasdale, S. (2010a), Explaining the multifaceted nature of social enterprise: impression 
management as (social) entrepreneurial behaviour, Voluntary Sector Review, 1 (3): 271-
292. 
Teasdale, S. (2012), What’s in a name: making sense of social enterprise discourses, 
Public Policy and Administration, 27 (2): 99-119. 
Teasdale, S. (2012a), Negotiating tensions: how do social enterprises in the 
homelessness field balance social and commercial considerations, Housing Studies, 27 
(4): 514-532. 
Teasdale, S., Alcock, P., and Smith, G. (2012), Legislating for the Big Society? The case 
of the Public Services (Social Value) Bill, Public Money and Management, 32 (3): 201-
208. 
Teasdale, S., McKay, S., Phillimore, J., and Teasdale, N. (2011), Exploring gender and 
social entrepreneurship: women’s leadership, employment and participation in the third 
sector and social enterprise, Voluntary Sector Review, 2 (1): 57-76. 
Teasdale, S., Lyon, F., and Baldock, R. (2013), Playing with numbers: a methodological 
critique of the social enterprise growth myth, Journal of Social Entrepreneurship, 4 (2): 
113-131. 
Tedmanson, D., Verduyn, K., Essers, C., and Gartner, W. (2012), Critical perspectives in 
entrepreneurship research, Organization, 19 (5): 531-541. 
TEEB (2012), The economics of ecosystems and biodiversity in business and enterprise, 
Bishop, J. (Ed.), London: Earthscan. 
Terrell, K. and Troilo, M. (2010), Values and female entrepreneurship, International 
Journal of Gender and Entrepreneurship, 2 (3): 260-286. 
Thanacoody, R., Bartram, T., Barker, M., and Jacobs, K. (2006), Career progression 
among female academics: a comparative study of Australia and Mauritius, Women in 
Management Review, 21 (7): 536-553. 
438 
 
Themudo, N. (2009), Gender and the nonprofit sector, Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector 
Quarterly, 38 (4): 663-683. 
Theodore, N. and Peck, J. (1999), Welfare-to-work: national problems, local solutions? 
Critical Social Policy, 485-510. 
Thomas, J. and Hildingsson, I. (2009), Who’s bathing the baby? The division of domestic 
labour in Sweden, Journal of Family Studies, 15: 139-152. 
Thompson, J. (2007), Poststructuralist feminist analysis in nursing, in Roy, C. and Jones, 
D. (Eds.), Nursing knowledge development and clinical practice, 129-144, New York: 
Springer Publishing Company LLC. 
Thompson, J. and Doherty, B. (2006), The diverse world of social enterprise: a collection 
of social enterprise stories, International Journal of Social Economics, 33 (5/6): 361-375. 
Thompson, J. (2008), Social enterprise and social entrepreneurship: where have we 
reached? A summary of issues and discussion points, Social Enterprise Journal, 4 (2): 
149-161.  
Tillmar, M. (2007), Gendered small business assistance: lessons from a Swedish 
project, Journal of European Industrial Training, 31 (2): 84-99. 
Timms, S. (2002), Social enterprise business support strategy for London, Speech given 
to Social Enterprise London Conference, London, July. 
Todres, M., Cornelius, N., Janjuha-Jivraj, S., and Woods, A. (2006), Developing 
emerging social enterprise through capacity building, Social Enterprise Journal, 2 (1): 
61-72. 
Tower, L. and Alkadri, M. (2008), The social cost of career success for women, Review 
of Public Personnel Administration, 28 (2): 144-165. 
Tracey, P. (2011), Organisations and Big Society, in Stott, M. (Ed.), Big Society 
Challenge, 134-144, Thetford, Norfolk: Keystone Development Trust Publications. 
Tracey, P., Phillips, N., and Jarvis, O. (2011), Bridging institutional entrepreneurship 
and the creation of new organisational forms: a multi-level model, Organisation 
Science, 22 (1): 60-80. 
Traidcraft (2015), About Traidcraft, Retrieved 4th August 2015 from 
http://www.traidcraft.co.uk/about-traidcraft  
Trettin, L. and Welter, F. (2011), Challenges for spatially oriented entrepreneurship 
research, Entrepreneurship and Regional Development: an International Journal, 23 (7-
8): 575-602. 
Tuana, N. (1993), The less noble sex: scientific, religious, and philosophical conceptions 
of woman’s nature, Bloomington: Indiana University Press. 
TUC (2013), Just one in 172 fathers taking Additional Paternity Leave, Retrieved 30th 
May 2014 from http://www.tuc.org.uk/workplace-issues/just-one-172-fathers-taking-
additional-paternity-leave  
Tuyizere, A. (2007), Gender and development: the role of religion and culture, Uganda: 
Fountain Publishers. 
439 
 
Tyler, M. (2005), Women in change management: Simone de Beauvoir and the co-
optation of women’s Otherness, Journal of Organizational Change Management, 18 (6): 
561-577. 
Tyler, R. (2006, 16th November), What is the government doing for social enterprises? 
The Telegraph, Retrieved 19th May 2013 from 
http://www.telegraph.co.uk/finance/2950745/What-is-the-Government-doing-for-social-
enterprises.html  
Uggen, C. and Powell, A. (2004), Sexual harassment as a gendered expression of 
power, American Sociological Review, 69: 64-92.  
Ulrich, and Weatherall, (2000), Motherhood and infertility: viewing motherhood through 
the lens of infertility, Feminism and Psychology, 10 (3): 323-336. 
UNICEF (2007), The state of the world's children: women and children: the double 
dividend of gender equality, New York: United Nations. 
UN Women (2012), Progress of the world’s women 2011-2012: in pursuit of justice, 
Retrieved 30th April 2014 from http://progress.unwomen.org/pdfs/EN-Report-
Progress.pdf 
Upton, M. (2012), Public Services (Social Value) Act 2012 Policy Briefing, London: Local 
Government Information Unit. 
Valentine, G. (1989), The geography of women’s fear, Area, 21 (4): 385-390. 
Vӓlimӓki, S., Lӓmsӓ, A., and Hiillos, M. (2009), The spouse of the female manager: role 
and influence on the woman’s career, Gender in Management, 24(8): 596-614. 
Vandecasteele, L. (2011), Life course risks or cumulative disadvantage? The structuring 
effects of social stratification determinants and life course events on poverty transitions 
in Europe, European Sociological Review, 27 (2): 246-263. 
Vandello, J. and Cohen, D. (2003), Male honour and female fidelity: implicit cultural 
scripts that perpetuate domestic violence, Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 
84 (5): 997-1010.  
van den Brink, M. and Benschop, Y. (2012): Slaying the seven-headed dragon: the quest 
for gender change in academia, Gender, Work and Organisation, 19 (1): 71-92. 
van Dijk, T. (2008), Discourse and power, Basingstoke, Hampshire: Palgrave Macmillan.  
van Hooff, J. (2011), Rationalising inequality: heterosexual couples’ explanations and 
justifications for the division of housework along traditionally gendered lines, Journal of 
Gender Studies, 20 (1): 19-30. 
Van Praag, M. (1999), Some classic views on entrepreneurship, De Economist, 147 (3): 
311-335. 
Verheul, I., Carree, M., and Thurick, R. (2009), Allocation and productivity of time in new 
ventures of female and male entrepreneurs, Small Business Economics, 33: 273-291. 
Verheul, I. and Thurik, R. (2001), Start-up capital: does gender matter? Small Business 
Economics, 16: 329-345. 
440 
 
Verheul, I., Uhlaner, L., and Thurik, R. (2005), Business accomplishment, gender and 
entrepreneurial self-image, Journal of Business Venturing, 20 (4): 483–518. 
Viitanen, T. (2005), Cost of childcare and female employment in the UK, Labour, 19: 
149-170. 
Vitell, S. (2009), The role of religiosity in business and consumer ethics: a review of the 
literature, Journal of Business Ethics, 90: 155-167. 
Vives-Cases, C., Gil-Gonzáles, D., and Carrasco-Portiño, M. (2009), Verbal marital 
conflict and male dominance in the family as risk factors of intimate partner violence, 
Trauma, Violence and Abuse, 10 (2): 171-180. 
Voase, R. (2013) The television entrepreneurs: social change and public understanding 
of business, Managing Leisure, 18 (3): 252-254. 
Vossenberg, S. (2013), Women’s entrepreneurship promotion in developing countries: 
what explains the gender gap in entrepreneurship and how to close it?, Maastricht 
School of Management, Working Paper No. 2013/08. 
Wagner, I. and Wodak, R. (2006), Performing success: identifying strategies of self-
presentation in women’s biographical narratives, Discourse and Society, 17 (7): 385–
411. 
Walby, S. (1990), Theorising patriarchy, Oxford: Blackwell Publishers Ltd. 
Walby, S. (2005), Gender mainstreaming: productive tensions in theory and practice, 
Social Politics, 12 (3): 321-343. 
Walby, S. and Olsen, W. (2002), The impact of women’s position in the labour market on 
pay and implication for UK productivity, Report to the Women and Equality Unit, London: 
Department of Trade and Industry. 
Walker, E. and Webster, B. (2007), Gender, age and self-employment: some things 
change, some stay the same, Women in Management Review, 22 (2): 122-135.  
Walker, L. (2002), Consulting with NLP: neurolinguistic programming in medical 
consultation, Abingdon, Oxon.: Radcliffe Medical Press Ltd. 
Walker, R. Chase, E., and Lødemel, I. (2012), The indignity of the Welfare Reform Act, 
Child Poverty Action Group (CPAG), Issue 143, 9-12, Retrieved 17th May 2014 from 
http://www.cpag.org.uk/sites/default/files/CPAG-Poverty143-indignity-WRA.pdf  
Waring, J. and Brierton, J. (2011), Women’s enterprise and the Scottish economy, 
International Journal of Gender and Entrepreneurship, 3 (2): 144-163. 
WBC (2013), Maximising women’s contribution to future economic growth, London: 
Department for Culture, Media, and Sport. 
Weedon, C. (1997), Feminist practice and poststructuralist theory, Second Edition, 
Oxford: Blackwell Publishers Limited. 
Weedon, C. (1999), Feminism, theory and the politics of difference, Oxford: Blackwell 
Publishers Limited. 
Weerawardena, J. and Mort, G. (2006), Investigating social entrepreneurship: a 
multidimensional model, Journal of World Business, 41 (1): 21-35. 
441 
 
Weerawardena, J., McDonald, R., and Mort, G. (2010), Sustainability of non-profit 
organisations: an empirical investigation, Journal of World Business, 45: 346-356.  
Weiler, S. and Bernasek, A. (2001), Dodging the glass ceiling? Networks and the new 
wave of entrepreneurs, The Social Science Journal, 38: 85-103.  
Welter, F. (2011), Contextualising entrepreneurship – conceptual challenges and ways 
forward, Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 35 (1): 165-184. 
Wells, P., Gilbertson, J., Gore, T., and Crowe, M. (2010), Measuring the Big Society? 
Approaches, problems and suggested improvements, Sheffield: Centre for Economic 
and Social Research. 
Welter, F. and Smallbone, D. (2008), Women’s entrepreneurship from an institutional 
perspective: the case of Uzbekistan, International Entrepreneurship and Management 
Journal, 4: 505-520. 
Wessinger, C. (1993), Going beyond and retaining charisma: women’s leadership in 
marginal religions, in Wessinger, C (Ed.), Women’s leadership in marginal religions: 
explorations outside the mainstream, 1-22, Urbana: University of Illinois Press. 
West, C. and Zimmerman, D. (1987), Doing gender, Gender and Society, 1 (2): 125-151.  
West, J. and Austrin, T. (2002), From work as sex to sex as work: networks, ‘others’ and 
occupations in the analysis of work, Gender, Work and Organisation, 9 (5): 482-503. 
West, T. (2007, 21st January), Local hero?, Retrieved 30th May 2014 from 
http://www.socialenterpriselive.com/section/features/policy/20070121/local-hero  
Westall, A. (2001), Value led, market driven: social enterprise solutions to public policy 
goals, London: Institute for Public Policy Research. 
Westall, A. (2007), How can innovation in social enterprise be understood, encouraged 
and enabled?, A social enterprise think piece for the Office of the Third Sector, Retrieved 
6th January 2014 from 
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/+/http:/www.cabinetoffice.gov.uk/upload/asset
s/www.cabinetoffice.gov.uk/third_sector/innovation_social_enterprise.pdf 
Westall, A. (2009), Value and the third sector: working paper on ideas for future 
research, Working paper 25, Birmingham: Third Sector Research Centre. 
Weststar, J. (2011), A review of women’s experiences of three dimensions of 
underemployment, in Maynard, D. and Feldman, D. (Eds.), Underemployment: 
Psychological, economic and social challenges, 105-126, London: Springer. 
Weyer, B. (2007), Twenty years later: explaining the persistence of the glass ceiling, 
Women in Management Review, 22 (6): 482-496. 
Whitehead, S. (2001), The invisible gendered subject: men in education management, 
Journal of Gender Studies, 10 (1): 67–82. 
Whorf, B. (1956), Language, thought, and reality, Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. 
Wiggins, K. (2011, 27th April), Government puts £400,000 behind four big society 
'vanguard' areas, Third Sector online, Retrieved 30th May 2014 from 
http://www.thirdsector.co.uk/news/1067371/  
442 
 
Wikhamn, B. and Knights, D. (2013), Open innovation, gender, and the infiltration of 
masculine discourses, International Journal of Gender and Entrepreneurship, 5 (3): 275-
297. 
Wilkinson, S. (1988), The role of reflexivity in feminist psychology, Women’s Studies 
International Forum, 11 (5): 493-502. 
Wilkinson, S. and Kirtzinger, C. (1996), Theorising representing the other, in Wilkinson, 
S. and Kirtzinger, C. (Eds.), Representing the other: a feminism and psychology reader, 
1-32, London: Sage Publications Ltd. 
Williams, C. (2009), Informal entrepreneurs and their motives: a gender perspective, 
International Journal of Gender and Entrepreneurship, 1 (3): 219-225. 
Wilson, F., Carter, S., Tagg, S., Shaw, E., and Lam, W. (2007a), Bank loan officers’ 
perceptions of business owners: the role of gender, British Journal of Management, 18: 
154-171. 
Wilson, F., Kickul, J., and Marlino, D. (2007), Gender, entrepreneurial self-efficacy, and 
entrepreneurial career intentions: implications for entrepreneurship education, 
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 31 (3): 387-406 
Wilson, F., Kickul, J., Marlino, D., Barbosa, S., and Grifffiths, M. (2009), An analysis of 
the role of gender and self-efficacy in developing female entrepreneurial interest and 
behaviour, Journal of Developmental Entrepreneurship, 14 (2): 105-119. 
Wilson, F. and Tagg, S. (2010), Social constructionism and personal constructivism: 
getting the business owner’s view on the role of sex and gender, International Journal of 
Gender and Entrepreneurship, 2 (1): 68-82.  
Wilson, F. and Thompson, P. (2001), Sexual harassment as an exercise of power, 
Gender, Work, and Organisation, 8 (1): 61-83. 
Wilson, L., Whittam, G. and Deakins, D. (2004), Women’s enterprise: a critical 
examination of national policies, Environment and Planning C: Government and Policy, 
22 (6): 799-815. 
Williams, C. (2009), Informal entrepreneurs and their motives: a gender perspective, 
International Journal of Gender and Entrepreneurship, 1 (3): 219-225. 
Williams, C. and Gurtoo, A. (2011), Women entrepreneurs in the Indian informal sector: 
marginalisation dynamics or institutional ration choice?, International Journal of Gender 
and Entrepreneurship, 3 (1): 6-22. 
Williams, C. and Nadin, S. (2011), Beyond the commercial versus social 
entrepreneurship divide: some lessons from English localities, Social Enterprise Journal, 
7 (2): 118-129. 
Willness, C., Steel, P., and Lee, K. (2007), A meta-analysis of the antecedents and 
consequences of workplace sexual harassment, Personnel Psychology, 60 (1): 127-162. 
Winegarten, R. (1988), Simone de Beauvoir: a critical view, Oxford: Berg Publishing Ltd. 
Winn, J. (2004), Entrepreneurship: not an easy path to top management for women, 
Women in Management Review, 19 (3): 143-153. 
Winn, J. (2005), Women entrepreneurs: can we remove the barriers?, International 
Entrepreneurship and Management Journal, 1: 381-397. 
443 
 
WISE (2006), A report into social enterprise: a reflection of the Black Country, 
Birmingham: UCE Birmingham Business School. 
Wood, and Davidson, M. (2011), A review of male and female Australian indigenous 
entrepreneurs: disadvantaged past – promising future?, Gender in Management: An 
International Journal, 26 (4): 311-326. 
Woodroffe, J. (2009), Not having it all: how motherhood reduces women’s pay and 
employment prospects, London: Fawcett Society.  
Woodward, D. (2010), How poor is ‘poor’? Towards a rights-based poverty line, London: 
nef. 
Woodward, D. and Abdallah, S. (2010), Redefining poverty: a rights-based approach, 
London: nef. 
Wright, T. (2014), Gender, sexuality and male-dominated work: the intersection of long-
hours working and domestic life, Work, Employment, and Society, published online 11th 
March 2014, DOI: 10.1177/0950017013512713 
Wu, C-F., and Eamon, M. (2011), Patterns and correlates of involuntary unemployment 
and underemployment in single-mother families, Children and Youth Services Review, 
33: 820-828. 
Wynarczyk, P. and Marlow, S. (2010), Setting the scene: a perspective on the 
contribution of women to scientific and technological advancement, in Wynarczyk, P. and 
Marlow, S. (Eds.), Innovating women: contributions to technological advancement, 1-14, 
Bingley, UK: Emerald Publishing Group Ltd. 
Youdell, D. (2011), School trouble: identity, power, and politics in education, Abingdon, 
Oxon: Routledge. 
Young, D. and Lecy, J. (2013), Defining the universe of social enterprise: competing 
metaphors, Voluntas, 1-26, Published online, DOI 10.1007/s11266-013-9396-z 
Young, M. (2003), Considering (irreconcilable?) contradictions in cross-group feminist 
research, in Young, M. And Skrla, L. (Eds.), Feminist research in educational leadership, 
Albany: State University of New York Press. 
Young, R. (2008), What is discursive practice?, Language Learning, 58 (s2): 1-8. 
Zahra, S. (2007), Contextualising theory building in entrepreneurship research, Journal 
of Business Venturing, 22: 443-452. 
Zahra, S., Gedajlovic, E., Neubaum, D., and Shulman, J. (2009), A typology of social 
entrepreneurs: motives, search processes, and ethical challenges, Journal of Business 
Venturing, 24: 519-532. 
Zalevski, A. and Swiszczowski, L. (2009), Gender and attitudes to enterprise: survey of 
UK doctorate students in science, engineering and technology, Equal Opportunities 
International, 28 (1): 65-79. 
Zeithaml, V., Parasuraman, A., and Berry, L. (1990), Delivering quality service: balancing 
customer perceptions and expectations, New York: The Free Press.  
Zhang, Z., Zyphur, M., Narayanan, J., Arvey, R., Chaturvedi, S., Avolio, B., Lichtenstein, 
P., and Larsson, G. (2009), The genetic basis of entrepreneurship: effects of gender and 
personality, Organisational Behaviour and Human Decision Processes, 110: 93-107. 
444 
 
Ziegler, R. (2009), Introduction: voices, preconditions, contexts, in Ziegler, R. (Ed.), An 
introduction to social entrepreneurship: voices, preconditions, contexts, 1–18, 
Cheltenham, Glos.: Edward Elgar Publishing Limited.  
Zietlow, J. (2001), Social entrepreneurship: managerial, finance, and marketing aspects, 
Journal of Non-Profit and Public Sector Marketing, 9 (1-2): 19-43. 
Zimmerman, M. and Brouthers, K. (2012), Gender heterogeneity, entrepreneurial 
orientation, and international diversification, International Journal of Gender and 
Entrepreneurship, 4 (1): 20-43. 
Zografos, C. (2007), Rurality discourses and the role of social enterprise in regenerating 
rural Scotland, Journal of Rural Studies, 23: 38-51. 
445 
 
Appendix 1 – Research interview guide  
Micro issues 
Can you tell me about your social enterprise and what it does? What is its 
mission and its vision for the future? Strap-line? 
How far do you think your desire to establish your social enterprise was a result 
of your life experiences to date and why? 
Have you ever established/owned/run a business before this one? 
What subjects did you study at A-Level and at University? Do you have any 
formal business qualifications?  
What frustrations or problems did you encounter whilst getting to the point of 
establishing your enterprise? 
How did they make you feel and how did you resolve/deal with them? 
Did you ever experience any of those ‘magic’ moments where everything just 
fell into place? What happened? 
Have you diversified your activities since you established? How? 
What do you consider the term ‘innovation’ to mean and what role (if any) does 
it play in SE? 
What do you consider the term ‘social entrepreneur’ to mean? Do you consider 
yourself to be a social entrepreneur? If not, what? 
What skills/characteristics/attributes ‘make’ a social entrepreneur? Which of 
those attributes do you possess? 
What would you say are the main strengths that you bring to your enterprise? 
What areas of weakness? 
What do you find least rewarding about your work? Most rewarding? Why? 
Do you experience any work-life conflict? In what areas/why? How do you 
manage such conflicts? 
Who sits on your Board of Directors? Stakeholders? 
What skills do they possess? How did you recruit them? What do they 
contribute? Do you have any skills gaps? 
Do you have a strategic plan for your enterprise? Where do you want to be in 5 
years time? How will you get there? How do you monitor progress? 
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Do you consider ‘ethics’ and/or ‘morality’ to be important to your enterprise and 
SE more generally? 
In what way do they manifest in your enterprise and its work? 
What does the term ‘sustainability’ mean to you? (empowerment, engagement, 
stakeholders, governance) 
How would you consider that a SE could best achieve sustainability in the long-
term? 
What legal form did you choose for your enterprise? 
How many employees do you have? Paid, voluntary? How many of each? 
Hours of work? Are you all able to draw a liveable wage from the enterprise? If 
not, how do you support yourself/family? 
Do you provide staff development opportunities? How do you keep your staff 
loyal and motivated? 
Have staffing levels changed since you established? What prompted the 
change? Any challenges related to this? 
How did you fund the start-up process? 
What were the main costs involved? 
Does your customer have buy-in to your social mission or are they simply 
purchasing a quality service/product from you? 
How is your income split earned versus unearned income? Where does your 
unearned income come from? 
Does your enterprise make a surplus yet? If so, when did it first achieve that? 
How is the surplus used? 
Do you own any capital assets (buildings, land, equipment)? Do you have an 
‘asset lock’? 
How do you measure your social/environmental impact? How do you 
market/report it? 
Do you have an exit strategy in place? What is it/why not? 
What do you consider are the markers of a ‘successful’ SE? (people, profit, 
longevity) 
Do you think that the typical success markers of mainstream business are 
applicable to SE – turnover, profit, number of employees etc. What would you 
add? 
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I will read out a list of eight possible success markers. Could you give me your 
thoughts on each: LEADERSHIP, EMPLOYEES, MOTIVATION, 
ENGAGEMENT, EMPOWERMENT, DIVERSIFICATION/INNOVATION, 
SUSTAINABILITY, CHANGE 
What do you know now that you wish you had known right at the beginning? 
What’s your number one top tip? 
Age, caring responsibilities, postcode (why there?), 
Macro issues 
Politicians and policy 
Social enterprise has been on the political agenda for more than 10 years. Do 
you think that the politicians who promote it really understand what it is, how it 
works, and its benefits? Do they understand the business side of things (cash 
flow, volunteer management etc.)? Do they understand the social side and the 
interaction between the two? 
What do they understand? – economic benefits? environmental benefits? social 
inclusion? social cohesion? What do these benefits ‘look like’? How do they 
measure them? 
Many social enterprises serve specific disadvantaged communities – disabled, 
poor, elderly etc. Do you think that the politicians understand/have experience 
of the issues facing these groups? If not, do you think that their lack of 
knowledge could/does have a detrimental effect on policy development? 
Do you think that politicians consider/understand the knock-on effect of policy 
decisions on vulnerable groups? 
New Labour encouraged LAs should procure a minimum of 8% of their 
contracts from SEs. Do you think that SEs are enabled to compete on an equal 
basis with the ‘big boy’ national service providers e.g. SERCO, Norse, G4S? If 
not, what could/should be done to improve this situation/create a level playing 
field? 
NL invested heavily in infrastructure to support SE activity, including part-
funding the creation of the SE Coalition (now SE UK) as a ‘voice’ for the sector, 
and the development of SE-specific business advisors within Business Link. Do 
you belong to SE UK? Do you know any SEs that do? If not, why not? Do you 
consider them to be a ‘voice’ for the interests of your enterprise? Why not? 
Have you ever made use of any SE-specific business advice service? Which 
one? Why? 
Do you subscribe to the SE Mark? What are the benefits for your enterprise? If 
not, why not? 
448 
 
What do you consider to be the biggest challenges facing SE in the context of 
the economic crisis on a national and more local level? 
Do you consider that the Government understands that? If so, what are they 
doing to alleviate the problem(s)? If not, why not? 
Big Society 
What is your understanding of the Big Society? 
Is there a link between BS, voluntary action, social enterprise, and social 
justice? In what way? Is the BS agenda a useful tool for communicating these 
links to the public? 
Do you think that the general public understands what the Big Society is?  
Has the concept of the Big Society helped/hindered your business – in what 
way? 
It has been said that the Big Society agenda is ‘nothing more than a cynical 
attempt to justify massive cuts in public spending’ – what are your thoughts? 
It has been suggested that ‘the state must ensure that services are in place to 
meet people’s essential needs regardless of their means (e.g. for health and 
autonomy, education, a fair living income, care, housing, and security)’. Are 
there any services that the state should always provide? Which ones and why? 
Is there a conflict between the cost-cutting of austerity measures and the 
payment-by-results quality benchmarks that the Government have proposed? 
The Localism Act aims to devolve power away from central Government to 
“individuals, neighbourhoods, professionals and communities as well as local 
councils and other local institutions”. Has this/will this open up opportunities for 
SEs or create further barriers? Why/in what ways? 
(http://www.communities.gov.uk/localgovernment/decentralisation/localismbill/)  
Do you consider that the Government understands the value of tendering to 
locally-based SEs rather than national/international companies? Local skills, 
expertise, employment, money stays in community etc. 
What is your opinion on payment-by-results? What do you see as being the 
problems/benefits of such an approach? Has the Government thought it through 
(from an SME/SE perspective)? 
Both the previous and this Government have focused on identifying and 
supporting ‘successful’ SEs to ‘scale up’. What do you think the Government 
wants to achieve with this policy? Is it appropriate bearing in mind the nature of 
449 
 
most SEs? What would happen if your enterprise was scaled up to national 
level? Would it be a good thing? Why/not?  
Voluntary Action  
Do you believe or have you witnessed/had experience of increased voluntary 
activity in the wake of the Big Society agenda?  
Has the recession and attendant austerity measures had a noticeable effect on 
voluntary action in your opinion/experience? 
Does your enterprise make use of volunteers? Who are they, where do they 
come from, what socio-economic bracket do they fit in, are they mostly women 
or men? Why? 
Do you believe that the general public feels obligated/motivated to engage in 
voluntary action in their local community as a rule? How, where, why/not?  
What barriers to voluntary action do you think/know that people experience? 
Does the Government give due recognition to those who always have 
volunteered? 
Should there be some roles that are always paid for or could (in theory) every 
role be filled by volunteers?  
Definition 
What do you understand SE to be/what defines a SE? 
A social enterprise is a business with primarily social objectives whose 
surpluses are principally reinvested for that purpose in the business or in the 
community, rather than being driven by the need to maximise profit for 
shareholders and owners. 
Do you know what the Government definition is? Do you find the Govt definition 
useful? If not, why not? 
What would you do to change the definition? Is an over-arching definition of SE 
possible? 
Does the general public understand what SE is? Do they care? Implications? 
Meso issues 
Tendering 
Has your enterprise ever tendered for a public contract? What was your 
experience of the process and were you successful? 
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Does you LA understand what ‘added value’ SE can bring? Does this impact on 
their tendering process? In what ways are SEs encouraged/discouraged by the 
tendering process? 
Do you think that there is a conflict of interests for LAs needing to save money 
and being asked to procure from SEs? In what way(s)? 
Do you belong to any local/regional SE networks? What value do they 
bring/why not? Do you know any other social entrepreneurs? 
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Appendix 3 - Examples of coded data and emergent themes (and sub-themes) 
Examples of analytical themes and coded data 
 
Analytical 
themes 
Examples of data derived from first phase 
analysis (manual, and key phrase search) 
First order codes Examples of data derived from second 
phase analysis (connections between 
emergent thematic categories) 
Second order 
codes 
Definition “For me, social enterprise is something that does 
something for a reason – so you trade, you’re 
mission driven, and that mission is social or 
environmental, and it is the DNA of the business. 
It’s why you’re doing it.” Claudette 
Social and business 
inseparable/values 
-driven 
"If we interviewed someone for a job, we 
would want to engage with somebody who 
had the same vision as us - it would be 
important that we felt that they had a similar 
value system" Anne 
“a social enterprise is different from a 
mainstream enterprise in that it has its social 
commitment at the heart of the business, that 
is enshrined within the business - you have to 
have a moral compass to what you’re doing” 
Alexandra 
SE is…ethical 
and values-
driven 
(‘SEurs behave 
morally’ in 
Identity below) 
“A social enterprise should be profit-making but 
using its profits wisely. It should not be having a 
detrimental impact on the environment, and it 
should look after its people and the community it’s 
working within and serving - be that geographical, 
or client-group based.” Anne 
Values-driven/genuine 
businesses 
“I’ve had a lot of conversations where people 
have accused me of being anti-capitalist, but 
I kind of feel like we work exactly within the 
capitalist system but just tweak it slightly – 
you know, take the best bits really” Jasmine 
“[s]o often, social enterprises are pigeon-
holed…so it’s about dispelling the myth that 
it’s only sort of ‘greenies’ and ‘lovies’ running 
social enterprises” Alexandra 
SE is 
not…radical 
politics/anti-
capitalist 
(‘SEurs are 
serious business 
people’ in 
Identity below) 
Stage 2 Coding Stage 1 Coding   
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“You can be big, but…you want to keep it 
accessible, you want to keep it part of the 
community, you want people to know who the 
manager is, and you want people to be able to call 
the manager if they’re not happy, or if they are 
happy, or if they want to know something. You want 
to be transparent, you want to be there.” Lucille 
Community/values-
driven 
“there are some other ‘social enterprises’ that 
I don’t think should be called social 
enterprises because they are kind of soiling 
the whole concept of social enterprise, they 
are very focussed on money and I think they 
are using the concept for their own benefits. I 
mean I’m not saying that social enterprise 
shouldn’t make money or shouldn’t be well 
off or anything, but they show social 
enterprise in a light that is not really doing us 
any favours” Lucille 
“There are wolves in sheep’s clothing - 
money-making schemes where being a 
‘social enterprise’ is very convenient, and you 
can use it as a means to get in on the kind of 
contracts you want. It’s just hopping on the 
bandwagon, and the spirit is not right” Sinéad 
SE is not… 
Thatcherite 
entrepreneurship 
(money-focussed, 
exploitative, 
morally bankrupt) 
(‘SEurs behave 
morally’ in 
Identity below) 
“we would like to see a social/community element 
within the fabric, in the same way that our business 
model cannot be divorced from our social 
commitments. We still run a business, we run it 
profitably, we run it from trade, but the social 
commitment is absolutely enshrined in our Mem. 
and Arts. There’s no ‘this year we won’t do this’!” 
Alexandra 
Social and business 
inseparable/values 
-driven 
“People get really upset with us when we say 
that we want to make money” Audrey 
"What really upsets me is that people hear 
the term 'social enterprise' and they assume 
that you should work for nothing, or for 
peanuts, but you should be able to pay 
yourself a similar amount to what you would 
earn in a similar role elsewhere" Anne 
SE is 
not…charity 
(free) 
(‘SEurs are 
serious business 
people’ in 
Identity below) 
Motivation “setting up the social enterprise was 100% life 
experience I think. I mean, the partners in the 
business all have their individual motivations and 
reasons, but where we come together is that we all 
Life experience/ethics/ 
values 
“respect, mucking in, and watching out for 
people – people are people, so being un-
judgemental, those kinds of values. My 
memories of school holidays are of going 
Family values 
as motivational 
basis for SE 
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fundamentally believe that business should be 
more sharing, more ethical, and that being an 
employer is about wealth generation for everyone, 
not just a few individuals” Alexandra 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
into school with my [teacher] Mum and 
watering the plants with loads of adults with 
learning disabilities, and they were looking 
after us, and so I think that kind of 
underpinned what I did [in my SE]” Jennifer 
(SE working with adults with learning 
disabilities) 
“my Mum was very inspirational and very 
hard-working and carved a career out for 
herself in education, and definitely didn’t 
give us the sense that, you know, if you’re 
from a different socio-economic background 
then you must be stopped in any way” Nisha 
(SE working with BAME women) 
“I was brought up on a farm, and we lived in 
poverty - not nasty poverty, but poverty 
where Mum and Dad grew our food, and 
made out clothes. We lived sustainability, 
without me realising what it was and Mum 
and Dad never, ever made me feel as 
though I couldn’t do stuff. And I left school at 
fifteen with no qualifications whatsoever, but 
never felt as though that was disabling - I 
had competence, and self-esteem, and a 
family that brought me up with values of 
respecting people, and not just taking” 
Jessica (sustainable living SE) 
(‘People-centred/ 
values-based’ in 
Success below) 
“my SE is very much because of those life 
experiences really, it’s everything actually, more or 
less. Yeah, it’s our values and our experience in life 
that made us think it was important to set up our 
Life experience/values “I think that [SE] is an industry that women 
tend to gravitate to because quite a lot of us 
are not motivated by money - it’s that idea 
that what you do actually matters, and is 
Meaningful 
work - 
improving 
others’ life 
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[SE]” Lucille making a difference to people’s lives in a 
meaningful way that draws us in” Rosemary 
“Knowing that you’re making a difference to 
real people’s lives [is what matters]; I don’t 
know how you capture that, bottle it, 
because that is the main motivator” Emma 
"It's about helping people to get on with their 
lives - into a new job, into some training, you 
know, just making decisions for themselves, 
and just feeling better about themselves" 
Anne 
chances 
(‘Helping people 
to help 
themselves’ in 
Success below) 
“It’s completely [about my life experiences]! 100%! 
Yeah, it’s everything! I think I’ve always felt other 
people’s pain. Where I went to school was one of 
the toughest comprehensives in [the area] and we 
all started off the first year feeling equal really, and 
then very, very quickly it became apparent that 
some were more equal than others, and by the time 
we got to our third year, some of them had dropped 
out completely, and there was no wonder when you 
knew their backgrounds and stuff. You know, they 
didn’t have a chance, and that was the thing that 
really stuck with me - how some people are just 
born without a chance and the injustice of it all” 
Suzanne 
Life experience/social 
injustice 
“I suppose my own personal values have brought 
me to SE – I am a Christian, I have my own value 
set, I’m not driven by money anyway” Claudette 
Values “I suppose I never wanted to make lots of 
money. The social passion side of it is what 
motivates me” Rebecca 
“I think social enterprise is so attractive to 
me it’s because it brings such a human 
dimension to it - to enterprise, and to 
business - and that’s what I like about it” 
Fiona 
“the excitement of finding a new way to 
address a social issue just absolutely floats 
my boat! It’s so exciting!” Claudette 
“I want to be in touch with people, I want to 
be real, I want to be doing things that matter 
to me, I suppose. With social enterprise I 
Nexus of social 
work and 
business 
(‘Frustration with 
mainstream 
employment 
experiences’ in 
Identity below) 
“I felt that what do I really want to do is to keep 
waste out of the ground, I want people to value the 
resources that we have, I want to change people’s 
relationship with the environment and my best way 
of doing that is through business” Margot 
Social change through 
business 
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can fulfil my ideals” Lucille 
Success “[w]hat I absolutely value is a lot of the stuff that is 
often described as ‘soft’ outcomes. Is confidence a 
soft outcome? That’s not soft, that’s so hard! That’s 
brilliant! That’s what you basically need to succeed 
in life. That’s like one of the critical things you can 
have. So I think that there are quite narrow 
measures of success when it comes to social 
enterprise” Nisha 
People-centred/ 
values-based 
“what matters isn’t how many thousands of 
pounds I’ve helped people with or how many 
events I have run, or how many people I’ve 
mentored, it’s the blog post from the girl, who 
a week ago told me that she couldn’t do 
anything worthwhile, and who is now telling 
the world that she’s really proud of herself 
because she came to me and got kicked up 
the arse!” Jessica 
“[our clients move] onto either training with 
us, or with other training establishments, or 
employment, so it’s all part of their 
progression really, which is what we’re into” 
Rosemary 
Success is 
helping people 
to help 
themselves 
(‘Meaningful 
work – improving 
others’ life 
chances’ in 
Motivation 
above) 
“[w]e work very hard – the self-belief/emotional 
resilience stuff we’ve worked on over the years has 
been very much in me wanting to find ways to help 
people get their own tool kit if you like, in terms of 
starting to gain that self-belief and the ability to 
bounce back when things don’t go as right as you’d 
like them to be” Claudette 
People-centred/ 
values-based 
“‘success’ is [conceived as being] all about 
how many jobs you can create, and there’s 
no recognition of that gap between people in 
crisis and people being ready to join the 
labour market” Suzanne 
“there is a lack of understanding of what it 
might need to kick-start stuff in some places, 
because that’s quite different to the leafy, 
Surrey suburb that will do it quite happily of 
its own accord” Claudette 
Success is 
understanding 
and meeting  
local need 
(‘SEurs are 
social change 
agents’ in 
Identity below) 
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“we do have a challenge and a stigma about 
people not believing that we are real businesses or 
real business people” Holly 
Lack of legitimacy “I figured that someone like me needed to 
approach sustainability in a pragmatic, 
practical kind of way instead of ‘beating you 
over the head with a broomstick’, or doing 
the whole ‘anti-capitalist’ thing that really 
puts off big business. So that’s the way I’ve 
gone about this place – I have rented a huge 
20,000sq/ft premises, and it’s a very 
business-like place, it’s not a hippyfied, fluffy 
thing” Jessica 
“The difference between us and a 
mainstream business is that we have three 
measures of success - turnover and 
profitability, the kilograms of waste saved 
from landfill and the amount of donations [to 
charity] that we make” Margot 
“we are a business with a social conscience, 
so we weren’t set up with a primarily social 
function like a number of social enterprises, 
we are a business but we have a very strong 
social ethic and our mission is that we aim to 
do high quality work, and combine that with a 
social return. So we really want to realign 
being a normal, good, solid business that 
also has a genuine return to society, which in 
our case, is that we share 50% of our profits 
with social causes” Alexandra 
SEurs are 
serious 
business 
people 
(‘SE is not radical 
politics/anti-
capitalist’  in 
Definition 
above) 
(‘SE is not 
charity’ in 
Definition 
above) 
(‘Nexus of social 
work and 
business’ in 
Motivation 
above) 
“the nature of the hierarchy [in my previous 
employment] means that you don't always get to 
do what you would like to do, or what you feel 
intuitively is the best thing to do, and I think we can 
use our intuition - you know, our sense of fairness 
and all of those things, here. It's really nice to have 
the confidence and experience and to put it to 
good use [in my SE]" Anne 
Frustration with 
‘mainstream’ 
employment 
experiences 
“I have, over the last year, done a lot of thinking 
about my personal values, and fairness, honesty, 
and sharing really are key ones, and I was 
operating in an industry that runs the other 
way…so, running a social enterprise for me is 
inextricable from life experience and my values, 
why I get out of bed, and of course actually in truth, 
saved my career, because I really was considering 
leaving the industry because it felt so wrong, 
whereas this appears to be a way of doing what I 
want to do without compromising on my own 
values.” Alexandra 
“[the Big Society] is being driven by the social 
entrepreneurs that are out there on the ground - 
it’s the ground swell, it’s not a top down thing” 
Political 
activists/values-driven 
“This is about massive cultural change, so 
it’s a whole shift of the system. And I think 
it’s absolutely fundamentally important 
SEurs are social 
change agents 
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Margot because it’s what will set us out from the 
crowd. Why would you go to a social 
enterprise if it’s not going to deliver you 
something that’s different?” Claudette 
“around me [in my SE] is a culture of self-
respect, empowerment, creativity, fun, 
happiness, friendship, and also resilience in 
dealing with things that aren’t fluffy, and 
happy, and lovely. You know, a strength of 
collaborative support for each other. If you 
have people running businesses with that 
attitude, the solutions you can create are 
massive.” Jessica 
“You create a platform, you’re a catalyst, and 
people take the power or they don’t. It’s a 
choice. But your power is to create a 
platform where either people can step in or 
not, and have the ability to grow; and the 
power? They take it themselves” Caroline 
(Life experience/ 
values/social 
injustice in 
Motivation 
above) 
“people will see that actually we’ve got something 
to offer and that whatever they [individuals SEs] 
are doing, however small it is, action has a huge 
impact nationally, because together it’s important” 
Suzanne 
Social change/values-
driven 
“I’m not interested in making loads of money, so 
for me, my comfort at being in business is 
because it’s about nurturing others – it’s still very 
female, it’s very much a social venture, it’s not 
about becoming rich” Nisha 
Values-driven/not 
driven by personal 
gain 
“People with learning disabilities often have 
files and files full of ‘achievements’ that mean 
nothing, so we aim to help people to reach 
their potential: for them to grow in 
confidence, to be part of something, and to 
SEurs behave 
morally 
(‘SE is ethical 
and values-
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“We usually have three or four interns, but because 
we cannot pay our interns, we are very, very 
concerned that we give them a good experience 
when they’re here. We only ask for fifteen days 
[commitment] because we think more than that is 
not fair – up to fifteen days is ok, more than fifteen 
days and I start to worry, because we should be 
paying them. We need all these talented people to 
help us grow, so we are always trying to balance 
out their contribution to us, with our contribution to 
them, and ensure that they are not exploited” 
Audrey 
 
Values-driven/non-
exploitative 
have experiences that are meaningful, that 
are not tokenistic.” Jennifer 
“we all fundamentally believe that business 
should be more sharing, more ethical, and 
that being an employer is about wealth 
generation for everyone, not just a few 
individuals” Alexandra 
“[a]s long as I’m earning enough money to 
eat, and I know that I need say, a grand a 
month, so if I can earn a grand a month, I’m 
happy, I’ve got more than enough money” 
Suzanne 
“we secured a grant to pay our volunteer 
travelling expenses, because we have really 
committed volunteers and we wanted to 
show that we are not only kind of taking 
peoples’ energy and time, we are also 
rewarding them even though we don’t have 
much money. So the money we have, we 
spend on people, and yeah I think it was a 
good move actually because we secured 
two really, really committed volunteers that 
way” Lucille 
driven’ in 
Definition 
above) 
(‘SE is not 
Thatcherite 
entrepreneurship’ 
in Definition 
above) 
 
